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i 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 
The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal 1 

Advocates) examined requests and data presented by Golden State Water Company 2 

(GSWC) in Application (A.) 20-07-012 (Application) to provide the California Public 3 

Utilities Commission (Commission) with recommendations that represent the interests of 4 

ratepayers for safe and reliable service at the lowest cost.  This Report is prepared by 5 

Justin Menda.  Eileen Odell is Cal Advocates’ project lead for this proceeding.  Victor 6 

Chan is the oversight supervisor and Shanna Foley and Jamie Ormond are legal counsel. 7 

Although every effort was made to comprehensively review, analyze, and provide 8 

the Commission with recommendations on each ratemaking and policy aspect of the 9 

requests presented in the Application, the absence from Cal Advocates’ testimony of any 10 

particular issue does not constitute its endorsement or acceptance of the underlying 11 

request, or of the methodology or policy position supporting the request. 12 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
I. Introduction 1 

This report presents Cal Advocates’ analysis and recommendation of GSWC’s 2 

requests related to proposed plant in the Los Osos and Santa Maria rate making areas 3 

(RMAs), proposed blanket budget, and customer service quality.  This report also reflects 4 

recommendations from other Cal Advocates’ witnesses’ testimony regarding common 5 

plant issues.  Some of these reports from other Cal Advocates’ witnesses are:  6 

1) the Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on 7 

Construction-Work-in-Progress (CWIP) and Special Request 7 (Phong Ly) 8 

regarding CWIP projects in the Los Osos and Santa Maria RMAs 9 

2) the Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on Pipeline 10 

Replacement (Sari Ibrahim) regarding proposed pipeline projects in the Los 11 

Osos and Santa Maria RMAs 12 

3) the Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on Region 3 13 

Plant, Contingency, and Plant Escalation (Anthony Andrade) regarding cost 14 

add-ons (e.g. contingency) 15 

 The recommendations in this report related to the blanket budget are reflected in 16 

the testimony of other Cal Advocates witnesses.  These reports from other Cal 17 

Advocates’ witnesses include: 1) Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations 18 

on Region 1 Plant (Arden-Cordova, Bay Point, Clearlake & Simi Valley) (Zaved Sarkar); 19 

2) Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on Region 2 Plant and Safety 20 

Issues (Brian Yu); and 3) Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on 21 

Region 3 Plant, Contingency, and Plant Escalation (Anthony Andrade). 22 

 23 

II. Summary of Recommendations 24 

A. Chapter 1: Blanket Budget 25 

The Commission should adopt a total budget of $21,700,880 in 2021, $19,997,425 26 

in 2022, and $19,254,700 in 2023 for GSWC’s blanket budget for all RMAs and district 27 
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offices.  Specific, individual projects that GSWC proposes to fund through the blanket 1 

budget should be recorded as separate line items instead of being included in the blanket 2 

budget.  The Commission should allow a total of $524,600 in 2021, $75,500 in 2022, and 3 

$12,700 in 2023 for these individual projects.  4 

B. Chapter 2: Plant – Los Osos 5 

The Commission should adopt budgets of $946,694 in 2021, $943,500 in 2022, 6 

and $1,737,600 in 2023 for proposed projects in the Los Osos RMA.    7 

C. Chapter 3: Plant – Santa Maria 8 

The Commission should adopt budgets of $2,977,391 in 2021, $4,273,473 in 9 

2022, and $3,832,112 in 2023 for proposed projects in the Santa Maria RMA.    10 

D. Chapter 4: Customer Service 11 

GSWC should increase the rate of answering customer calls within 30 seconds 12 

(during normal business hours) after requesting to speak with a customer service 13 

representative (CSR) above the standard of at least 80% established in General Order 14 

(GO) 103-A.  GSWC should also continue to reduce its rate of scheduled appointments 15 

missed within the company’s control to be consistently below the standard of no more 16 

than 5% established in GO 103-A. 17 

 18 

 19 
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CHAPTER 1: BLANKET BUDGET 
 1 

I. Introduction 2 

GSWC requests an annual blanket budget for the routine installation/replacement 3 

of plant items such as minor mains, services, meters, furniture, vehicles, and tools and 4 

equipment in each rate making area and district office.
1
  According to GSWC, the blanket 5 

budget funds routine installations and replacements which “occur on a regular basis and 6 

are fairly consistent in magnitude” and is “an extrapolation of the average historical 7 

expenditures.”
2
   8 

 9 

II. Summary of Recommendations 10 

The Commission should adjust GSWC’s blanket budget request, as follows: 11 

1. The blanket budget should exclude the individual projects GSWC proposes to 12 

be funded through the blanket budget which instead should be recorded as 13 

separate line items.  The total budget for these projects should be $524,600 in 14 

2021, $75,500 in 2022, and $12,700 in 2023. 15 

2. The blanket budget should exclude the Country Club Treatment Plant 16 

Programmable Logic Controller (PLC) Upgrade project because GSWC 17 

withdrew its request for funding the project. 18 

3. The total blanket budget should be $21,700,880 in 2021, $19,997,425 in 2022, 19 

and $19,254,700 in 2023 for all RMAs and district offices. 20 

The recommendations listed above are reflected in the blanket budget for 2021-21 

2023 as shown in the table below.  22 

                                              
1
 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Mark Insco, at pp. 28-32, 44-56, 59-69, 74-81, 93-100, 109-

120, 129-136, 153-159, 161-171, 175-190, 195-202, 210-220, 226-232, 237-244, 253-261, 269-276, 278-

285, 290-294, 303-310, and 313-320 (GSWC Capital Testimony). 

2
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at pp. 28-32, 44-56, 59-69, 74-81, 93-100, 109-120, 129-136, 153-159, 161-

171, 175-190, 195-202, 210-220, 226-232, 237-244, 253-261, 269-276, 278-285, 290-294, 303-310, and 

313-320. 
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Table 1-1:  GSWC Proposed Blanket Budget (2021-2023)
3
 1 

 2 

Table 1-2:  Cal Advocates Recommended Blanket Budget (2021-2023) 3 

                                              
3
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: SEC-51_RB_FDR Capital Budget, tab: Project List – DO NOT SORT!. 

RMA/ District Office 2021 2022 2023 Total

Arden Cordova 3,224,600$      2,699,500$      2,437,800$      8,361,900$      

Bay Point 547,600$        555,900$        564,200$        1,667,700$      

Clearlake 234,800$        243,900$        310,000$        788,700$        

Northern District Office 96,200$          25,900$          59,900$          182,000$        

Los Osos 553,000$        398,400$        489,400$        1,440,800$      

Santa Maria 1,303,500$      1,345,100$      1,207,100$      3,855,700$      

Simi Valley 563,200$        511,400$        455,400$        1,530,000$      

Coastal District Office 53,100$          15,300$          49,200$          117,600$        

Central Basin East 1,537,100$      1,380,900$      1,464,300$      4,382,300$      

Central Basin West 1,559,900$      1,111,500$      1,128,000$      3,799,400$      

Culver City 1,228,000$      1,028,000$      981,300$        3,237,300$      

Central District Office 257,200$        119,300$        253,600$        630,100$        

Southwest 3,498,500$      4,202,300$      3,571,300$      11,272,100$    

Southwest District Office 54,200$          55,000$          118,300$        227,500$        

Los Alamitos 1,291,900$      1,311,400$      1,365,500$      3,968,800$      

Placentia 705,600$        654,700$        717,600$        2,077,900$      

Orange County District Office 251,900$        10,200$          111,800$        373,900$        

Claremont 858,800$        810,300$        822,400$        2,491,500$      

San Dimas 1,135,300$      1,011,000$      991,800$        3,138,100$      

San Gabriel 797,500$        850,900$        812,500$        2,460,900$      

Foothill District Office 374,900$        150,200$        222,500$        747,600$        

Apple Valley 517,500$        299,300$        309,800$        1,126,600$      

Barstow 1,620,600$      1,357,800$      1,378,200$      4,356,600$      

Calipatria 240,700$        183,000$        248,100$        671,800$        

Morongo 106,300$        108,000$        109,600$        323,900$        

Wrightwood 389,700$        203,600$        206,700$        800,000$        

Mountain Desert District Office 43,500$          5,600$            5,700$            54,800$          

Total 23,045,100$    20,648,400$    20,392,000$    64,085,500$    
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 1 

Table 1-3:  Cal Advocates Recommended Budget for Individual Projects 2 

Proposed by GSWC—to be Funded Outside the Blanket Budget (2021-2023) 3 

RMA/ District Office 2021 2022 2023 Total

Arden Cordova 3,224,600$      2,638,100$      2,437,800$      8,300,500$      

Bay Point 547,600$        555,900$        564,200$        1,667,700$      

Clearlake 234,800$        243,900$        247,600$        726,300$        

Northern District Office 96,200$          25,900$          59,900$          182,000$        

Los Osos 452,060$        385,600$        349,400$        1,187,060$      

Santa Maria 1,243,005$      1,222,225$      1,207,100$      3,672,330$      

Simi Valley 442,200$        448,700$        455,400$        1,346,300$      

Coastal District Office 53,100$          15,300$          49,200$          117,600$        

Central Basin East 1,481,500$      1,319,500$      1,339,600$      4,140,600$      

Central Basin West 1,183,405$      1,111,500$      1,128,000$      3,422,905$      

Culver City 1,073,500$      966,600$        981,300$        3,021,400$      

Central District Office 238,700$        15,300$          121,100$        375,100$        

Southwest 3,377,580$      4,202,300$      3,269,800$      10,849,680$    

Southwest District Office 54,200$          55,000$          55,900$          165,100$        

Los Alamitos 1,231,400$      1,250,000$      1,268,700$      3,750,100$      

Placentia 705,600$        654,700$        717,600$        2,077,900$      

Orange County District Office 191,440$        10,200$          10,300$          211,940$        

Claremont 858,800$        810,300$        822,400$        2,491,500$      

San Dimas 1,074,840$      1,011,000$      991,800$        3,077,640$      

San Gabriel 797,500$        747,900$        759,400$        2,304,800$      

Foothill District Office 314,430$        150,200$        222,500$        687,130$        

Apple Valley 484,100$        299,300$        309,800$        1,093,200$      

Barstow 1,620,600$      1,357,800$      1,378,200$      4,356,600$      

Calipatria 240,700$        183,000$        185,700$        609,400$        

Morongo 106,300$        108,000$        109,600$        323,900$        

Wrightwood 329,220$        203,600$        206,700$        739,520$        

Mountain Desert District Office 43,500$          5,600$            5,700$            54,800$          

Total 21,700,880$    19,997,425$    19,254,700$    60,953,005$    
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 1 

III. Discussion 2 

A. Individual Projects Proposed by GSWC that Should be Excluded from the 3 

Blanket Budget 4 

GSWC’s blanket budget request includes proposed individual projects listed in 5 

Table 1-4.  GSWC adds the costs for each of the proposed individual projects to the 6 

annual recorded blanket budget to calculate its requested annual blanket budget before 7 

adding other costs (e.g., contingency).  Cal Advocates did not include the cost for the 8 

proposed Country Club Treatment Plant PLC Upgrade project in Table 1-4 because 9 

GSWC withdrew this project.  10 

The Commission should exclude the proposed individual projects listed in Table 11 

1-4 in setting the blanket budget.  Instead, the costs for these proposed individual projects 12 

should be recorded separately and funded outside the blanket budget.  The Commission 13 

should allow no greater than a combined total of $612,800 in 2021-2023 for these 14 

proposed individual projects.   15 

Table 1-4:  Proposed Individual Projects that should be Recorded and 16 

Funded Outside the Blanket Budget
4
 17 

                                              
4
 The proposed budget was calculated by subtracting the proposed amount due to historical expenditure 

(with cost add-ons) from the proposed blanket group budget.   

Project Description 2021 2022 2023

Manzanita Monitoring Plan Los Osos 14,200$       12,800$      12,700$      

Country Club Treatment Plant 

PLC Upgrade Los Osos -$            -$          -$          

Server Room Los Osos 26,300$       -$          -$          

Office Remodel Simi Valley -$            62,700$      -$          

Data Logger Central District Office 18,500$       -$          -$          

Juan Backwash Tank Central Basin East 55,600$       -$          -$          

McKinley Well #3 Pump Base 

Upgrade Central Basin West 117,300$      -$          -$          

Replace Backhoe Central Basin West 138,200$      -$          -$          

Sentney Solar Bee Culver City 30,900$       -$          -$          

Replace Backhoe Culver City 123,600$      -$          -$          

524,600$      75,500$      12,700$      

Project CostRMA/

 District Office

Total



5 

 

 1 

For many of the blanket groups, GSWC calculates the budget based on average 2 

historical expenditure.
5
  Including specific, individual projects’ costs in the blanket 3 

budget artificially inflates what GSWC normally spends on routine projects because these 4 

projects are not routine.  This inflated historical expenditure would then be used to justify 5 

a larger blanket budget in future rate cases.  GSWC should remove the cost for these 6 

planned projects from the blanket budget and present them as separate line items, which 7 

can be individually reviewed for reasonableness and prudence.  The Commission should 8 

adopt this requirement so that GSWC will not receive funding for unique capital projects 9 

                                              
5
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: Y_SEC-50_RB_2020 GRC Blankets Capital Projects, tab: 

[RMA/District Office]. 

Project Description Year RMA/District Office Blanket Group Project Cost

2021 Los Osos 14,200$         

2022 Los Osos 12,800$         

2023 Los Osos 12,700$         

Country Club Treatment 

Plant PLC Upgrade 2023 Los Osos

Purification 

Equipment and 

Structure 127,300$       

Server Room 2021 Los Osos

Additions to General 

Structure 26,300$         

Office Remodel 2022 Simi Valley

Additions to General 

Structure 62,700$         

Data Logger 2021

Central District 

Office

Tools & Safety 

Equipment 18,500$         

Juan Backwash Tank 2021 Central Basin East

Main Pumping Plant 

Equipment and 

Structure 55,600$         

McKinley Well #3 Pump 

Base Upgrade 2021 Central Basin West

Main Pumping Plant 

Equipment and 

Structure 117,300$       

Replace Backhoe 2021 Central Basin West

Tools & Safety 

Equipment 138,200$       

Sentney Solar Bee 2021 Culver City

Main Pumping Plant 

Equipment and 

Structure 30,900$         

Replace Backhoe 2021 Culver City

Tools & Safety 

Equipment 123,600$       

740,100$       

Main Pumping Plant 

Equipment and 

Structure

Manzanita Monitoring Plan

Total
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through the blanket budget in future rate cases.  In addition to moving these project costs 1 

out of the blanket budget, the amounts for one project should be removed entirely 2 

because GSWC has withdrawn its request for the project as discussed below. 3 

1. Country Club Treatment Plant PLC Upgrade (Los Osos) 4 

The final decision adopted in this case should reflect GSWC’s withdrawal of its 5 

request for $127,300 in the 2023 blanket budget to replace PLCs at the Country Club 6 

Treatment Plant.  GSWC acknowledges that these replacements are duplicative of those 7 

included in the Country Club Treatment Plant portion of the Los Osos, Systemwide 8 

Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) project request.
6
  GSWC requests in 9 

2023 an additional $127,300
7
 over what it normally spends on the purification equipment 10 

and structure blanket group for upgrading the existing PLCs at the Country Club 11 

Treatment Plant.
8
   12 

GSWC plans to upgrade SCADA at multiple sites as part of the proposed Los 13 

Osos, Systemwide SCADA project, including at the Country Club Treatment Plant.
9
  14 

GSWC plans to upgrade the PLC, telemetry, and operator interface terminal (OIT) at the 15 

Country Club Treatment Plant.
10

  According to the proposed Country Club Treatment 16 

Plant PLC Upgrade project scope, the existing PLCs will be compiled into a single 17 

PLC.
11

  A portion of the project scope between the two projects overlaps one another. 18 

GSWC acknowledges that the scope of the Los Osos, Systemwide SCADA project 19 

related to the Country Club Treatment Plant and the proposed PLC upgrades being 20 

                                              
6
 Attachment 1-3, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR JMI-012, Q.2.a. 

7
 The proposed budget was calculated by subtracting the proposed amount due to historical expenditure 

(with cost add-ons) from the proposed blanket group budget.   

8
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: 2020 GRC Blankets Capital Projects Template_R1-LO_Final APP, tab: 

B8-CC Plant PLC Upgrade. 

9
 Attachment 1-2, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR JMI-004, Q.2.a. 

10
 Attachment 1-2, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR JMI-004, Q.2.b. 

11
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: 2020 GRC Blankets Capital Projects Template_R1-LO_Final APP, tab: 

B8-CC Plant PLC Upgrade. 
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funded through the blanket budget are similar.
12

  GSWC states that it is only requesting 1 

PLC upgrades as part of the Los Osos, Systemwide SCADA project and is withdrawing 2 

its request for PLC upgrades through the blanket budget.
13

  Therefore, the Commission 3 

should not allow any funding for this project in the blanket budget.    4 

B. Vehicle Replacement 5 

The Commission should reduce GSWC’s request of $3,375,200 to $2,555,580 in 6 

2021, $706,800 to $235,325 in 2022, and $1,265,900 to $268,600 in 2023
14

 because 39 7 

vehicles do not need to be replaced at this time.  GSWC requests to replace 8 

approximately 97 vehicles among its RMAs, district offices, and General Office during 9 

the 2021-2023 period.
15

  GSWC’s request to replace the proposed vehicles is funded 10 

through the proposed vehicles blanket group budget for each RMA and district office.
16

  11 

The table below shows the proposed vehicle replacement budget.  12 

Table 1-5:  Proposed Vehicle Replacement Budget
17

   13 

                                              
12

 Attachment 1-3, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR JMI-012, Q.2.a. 

13
 Attachment 1-3, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR JMI-012, Q.2.a. 

14
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: SEC-51_RB_FDR Capital Budget, tabs: Project List – DO NOT SORT! 

and GO Project List. 

15
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: Y_SEC-50_RB_2020 GRC Blankets Capital Projects, tab: Vehicle List.    

GSWC RO Model, workpaper: SEC-51_RB_FDR Capital Budget, tab: GO Project List. 

16
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: Y_SEC-50_RB_2020 GRC Blankets Capital Projects, tab: 

[RMA/District Office].  The vehicles blanket group is one of the blanket groups that make up the total 

blanket budget.  GSWC requests to replace vehicles in General Office as individual projects. 

17
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: SEC-51_RB_FDR Capital Budget, tabs: Project List – DO NOT SORT! 

and GO Project List. 
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 1 

GSWC requests to replace those vehicles it expects to reach the following mileage 2 

replacement criteria during this rate case period: 1) 100,000 miles for sedans, pickup 3 

trucks, and sport utility vehicles (SUV) with a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) up to 4 

RMA/ District Office 2021 2022 2023 Total

Arden Cordova 216,800$    61,400$     -$          278,200$      

Bay Point -$          -$          -$          -$            

Clearlake -$          -$          62,400$     62,400$       

Northern 70,700$     -$          33,700$     104,400$      

Los Osos 181,400$    -$          -$          181,400$      

Santa Maria 148,800$    184,300$    -$          333,100$      

Simi Valley 121,000$    -$          -$          121,000$      

Coastal 38,000$     -$          33,700$     71,700$       

Central Basin East 181,400$    61,400$     124,700$    367,500$      

Central Basin West 209,300$    -$          -$          209,300$      

Culver City 121,000$    61,400$     -$          182,400$      

Central District 121,000$    -$          132,500$    253,500$      

Southwest 257,000$    62,200$     301,500$    620,700$      

Southwest District -$          -$          62,400$     62,400$       

Claremont 60,500$     -$          -$          60,500$       

San Dimas 172,600$    33,900$     -$          206,500$      

San Gabriel 60,500$     103,000$    53,100$     216,600$      

Foothill District 227,000$    -$          70,100$     297,100$      

Apple Valley 222,400$    -$          -$          222,400$      

Barstow 282,900$    -$          -$          282,900$      

Calipatria 60,500$     -$          62,400$     122,900$      

Morongo -$          -$          -$          -$            

Wrightwood 189,000$    -$          -$          189,000$      

Mountain Desert 38,000$     -$          -$          38,000$       

Los Alamitos 60,500$     61,400$     96,800$     218,700$      

Placentia 60,500$     -$          53,100$     113,600$      

Orange County District 

Office 241,900$    -$          101,500$    343,400$      

General Office - 

Central Operations 32,500$     77,800$     -$          110,300$      

General Office - 

Corporate Support -$          -$          78,000$     78,000$       

Total 3,375,200$ 706,800$    1,265,900$ 5,347,900$   
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8500 lbs.; and 2) 120,000 miles for trucks, vans, and SUVs with a GVWR between 1 

8,501lbs and 16,000 lbs.
18

   2 

Instead, GSWC should use the following mileage criteria for vehicle replacement 3 

based on the California Department of General Services (DGS) standard: 1)120,000 miles 4 

for vehicles with a GVWR of up to 8,500 lbs. and 2)150,000 miles for heavy duty trucks, 5 

vehicles with a GVWR exceeding 8,500 lbs., or four wheel drive vehicles.
19

  GSWC used 6 

this mileage standard as a justification to replace vehicles in its 2017 rate case (A.17-07-7 

010).
20

  The Commission determined that the usage of 150,000 miles as the mileage 8 

criteria was appropriate for heavy trucks in GSWC’s 2014 rate case (A.14-07-006).
21

  9 

GSWC does not justify the change in mileage criteria.  GSWC Capital Testimony 10 

generally states that vehicles with high mileage typically incur maintenance that exceeds 11 

the value of the vehicle.
22

  However, GSWC does not provide any evidence to support 12 

this claim.  Except for two vehicles (Vehicles 2100 and 786), GSWC uses only the 13 

vehicles’ mileage to justify replacing the proposed vehicles based on their standard.
23

  14 

GSWC proposes replacing two vehicles (Vehicles 2100 and 786) due to the 15 

vehicles’ existing condition.
24

  Vehicle 2100 was purchased in 2005, and GSWC states 16 

that the vehicle requires repairs costing between $18,000 and $19,000.
25

  GSWC states 17 

                                              
18

 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 49. 

19
 The April 22, 2008 State of California Fleet Handbook – A Guide to Fleet, Travel, and Parking Policy, 

at p. 4. 

20
 Prepared Testimony of Robert McVicker, Mark Insco, Todd Waltz and Divya Agrawalla (from A.17-

07-010), at pp. 64-66, 82-83, 122-125, 140-142,144-145, 165-166, 180-183, 225- 231, 243, 289, 310-312, 

323, 342-343, 352, and 363-364.  

21
 Decision (D).16-12-067, p. 48.  In the Transportation Equipment section of the Prepared Testimony of 

Robert McVicker and Mark Insco (from A.14-07-006), GSWC states that it used a 120,000 mile criteria 

for all vehicles. 

22
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 49. 

23
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at pp. 29-30, 48-49, 62,66, 77-78, 96-98, 113, 117-118, 132-134, 156-

157,164-165, 168-169, 178-180, 185-187, 198-199, 213, 216-217, 229-230, 240-242, 256-257, 261, 272-

274, 282, 307-308, and 317-318.  

24
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at pp.179-181. 

25
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 179. 
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that Vehicle 786
26

 has been out of service since May 2019 due to mechanical issues.
 27

   1 

In addition, GSWC states that repair costs for Vehicle 786 exceed the current value of the 2 

vehicle.
28

  GSWC provided the repair quotes related to Vehicles 2100 and 786.
29

  Due to 3 

the condition and cost to repair Vehicles 2100 and 786, Cal Advocates does not oppose 4 

the aforementioned vehicles’ replacement.   5 

The projected mileage for each vehicle GSWC requests to replace in this rate case 6 

was calculated through the end of the rate case cycle (through 2023).  GSWC provided 7 

the mileage of the proposed vehicles (as of September 30, 2019).
30

  The average mileage 8 

per year was calculated based on when the proposed vehicle was purchased.
31

  The 9 

proposed vehicles’ mileage was then projected through the end of the rate case cycle 10 

(through 2023).  Based on the GVWR
32

 and the projected mileage (through 2023), the 11 

proposed vehicles were evaluated on whether they should be replaced in this rate case 12 

cycle.  The Commission should only allow the 2021-2023 vehicle replacement projects 13 

shown in the table in Attachment 1-4.
33

   14 

GSWC calculates the annual vehicles blanket group budget by 1) adding the 15 

replacement costs for vehicles in that particular year;
34

 and then 2) applying the cost add-16 

ons.
35

  The table below shows the vehicle replacement budget the Commission should 17 

adopt in this rate case.  18 

                                              
26

 GSWC states that Vehicle 786 was purchased in 1999. 

27
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 180. 

28
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p.181. 

29
 GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR JMI-003, Q.1.b and 1.c. 

30
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: GSWC Vehicle Data (2021-2023 GRC), tab: GSWC Vehicle Data 

(GRC). 

31
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: GSWC Vehicle Data (2021-2023 GRC), tab: GSWC Vehicle Data 

(GRC).  The date closed to plant was used as the start date.   

32
 GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR JMI-003, Q.1.a. 

33
 Attachment 1-4, Cal Advocates’ Recommended Vehicle Replacement. 

34
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: Y_SEC-50_RB_2020 GRC Blankets Capital Projects, tab: 

[RMA/District Office]. 

35
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: SEC-51_RB_FDR Capital Budget, tab: Project List – DO NOT SORT!. 
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Table 1-6:  Recommended Vehicle Replacement Budget 1 

 2 

  3 

IV. Conclusion 4 

The Commission should make the following adjustments to GSWC’s requests for 5 

the blanket budget: 6 

 7 

RMA/ District Office 2021 2022 2023 Total

Arden Cordova 216,800$    -$          -$          216,800$      

Bay Point -$          -$          -$          -$            

Clearlake -$          -$          -$          -$            

Northern 70,700$     -$          33,700$     104,400$      

Los Osos 120,960$    -$          -$          120,960$      

Santa Maria 88,305$     61,425$     -$          149,730$      

Simi Valley -$          -$          -$          -$            

Coastal 38,000$     -$          33,700$     71,700$       

Central Basin East 181,400$    -$          -$          181,400$      

Central Basin West 88,305$     -$          -$          88,305$       

Culver City 121,000$    -$          -$          121,000$      

Central District 121,000$    -$          -$          121,000$      

Southwest 136,080$    62,200$     -$          198,280$      

Southwest District -$          -$          -$          -$            

Claremont 60,500$     -$          -$          60,500$       

San Dimas 112,140$    33,900$     -$          146,040$      

San Gabriel 60,500$     -$          -$          60,500$       

Foothill District 166,530$    -$          70,100$     236,630$      

Apple Valley 189,000$    -$          -$          189,000$      

Barstow 282,900$    -$          -$          282,900$      

Calipatria 60,500$     -$          -$          60,500$       

Morongo -$          -$          -$          -$            

Wrightwood 128,520$    -$          -$          128,520$      

Mountain Desert 38,000$     -$          -$          38,000$       

Los Alamitos -$          -$          -$          -$            

Placentia 60,500$     -$          53,100$     113,600$      

Orange County District 

Office 181,440$    -$          -$          181,440$      

General Office - 

Central Operations 32,500$     77,800$     -$          110,300$      

General Office - 

Corporate Support -$          -$          78,000$     78,000$       

Total 2,555,580$ 235,325$    268,600$    3,059,505$   
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1. The blanket budget should exclude the individual projects GSWC proposes to 1 

be funded through the blanket budget which instead should be recorded as 2 

separate line items.  The total budget for these projects should be $524,600 in 3 

2021, $75,500 in 2022, and $12,700 in 2023. 4 

2.  The blanket budget should exclude the Country Club Treatment Plant PLC 5 

Upgrade project because GSWC withdrew its request for funding the project. 6 

3. The total blanket budget should be $21,700,880 in 2021, $19,997,425 in 2022, 7 

and $19,254,700 in 2023 for all RMAs and district offices. 8 

 9 

[END OF CHAPTER] 10 

  11 
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CHAPTER 2: PLANT – LOS OSOS  
 1 

I. Introduction 2 

Cal Advocates recommends adjustments to GSWC’s capital budget requests for 3 

the Los Osos RMA, which consists of Los Osos and Edna Road water systems. 4 

 5 

II. Summary of Recommendations 6 

Cal Advocates does not oppose the need for the proposed projects in 2021-2023.  7 

However, the Commission should adjust GSWC’s request based on Cal Advocates’ 8 

recommendations for common plant issues for the Los Osos RMA, as discussed in full in 9 

Chapter 1 of this report, the Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on 10 

CWIP and Special Request 7, the Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations 11 

on Region 3 Plant, Contingency, and Plant Escalation, and the Public Advocates Office 12 

Report and Recommendations on Pipeline Replacement: 13 

1. The Commission should reduce GSWC’s requested contingency rate from 10% 14 

to 5% for the following project budget groups: 1) 50 (land and water rights), 2) 15 

51 (water supply), 3) 54 (water quality), and 4) 55 (miscellaneous).    16 

2. The Commission should also reduce GSWC’s proposed company cost 17 

escalation factors for individual capital projects from 3.70% to 0% in 2021, 18 

4.10% to 0% in 2022, and 4.30% to 0% in 2023. 19 

3. The Commission should reduce GSWC’s pipeline replacement budget request 20 

from $503,600 to $454,134 in 2021. 21 

4. The Commission should reduce GSWC’s blanket budget request from 22 

$553,000 to $452,060 in 2021, $398,400 to $385,600 in 2022, and $489,400 to 23 

$349,400 in 2023.    24 

These recommendations are reflected in the 2021-2023 budget the Commission 25 

should adopt as shown in the table below, which compares GSWC’s and Cal Advocates’ 26 

recommended plant additions for 2021-2023.      27 

Table 2-1:  Proposed Capital Budget – Los Osos RMA 28 
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 1 

 2 

Table 2-2:  GSWC Proposed Capital Budget – Los Osos RMA
36

 3 

 4 

Table 2-3:  Cal Advocates Capital Budget – Los Osos RMA 5 

                                              
36 GSWC Capital Projects Lists Workpapers, at pp. 5-6.  GSWC provided an updated project cost for the 

Los Osos, Systemwide SCADA project in response to Public Advocates DR JMI-009. 

Los Osos

($000)
2021 2022 2023

Cal Advocates 946.69$    943.50$ 1,737.60$ 

GSWC 1,007.13$ 975.20$ 1,955.60$ 

GSWC > Cal Advocates 60.44$     31.70$   218.00$    

Cal Advocates as % of 

GSWC 94% 97% 89%

Description

Los Osos

51- -                       -                       1,025,500              

51- -                       159,400                 -                       

Edna Road

51- -                       417,400                 -                       

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY -                       576,800               1,025,500            

Los Osos 

53- 503,600                 -                       -                       

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS 503,600               -                       -                       

Edna Road

54- -                       -                       231,900                 

54- -                       -                       208,800                 

TOTAL WATER QUALITY -                       -                       440,700               

LO,  B-01- 29,400                  21,700                  38,500                  

LO,  B-02- Services 34,600                  35,100                  35,600                  

LO,  B-06- 66,800                  125,500                 68,900                  

LO,  B-07- 116,900                 117,000                 118,500                 

LO,  B-08- 80,500                  81,700                  210,200                 

LO,  B-09- 15,300                  15,600                  15,800                  

LO,  B-10- 181,400                 -                       -                       

LO,  B-11- 1,800                    1,800                    1,900                    

LO,  B-12- Addition to General Structure 26,300                  -                       -                       

TOTAL BLANKETS 553,000               398,400               489,400               

TOTAL NET COST 1,056,600            975,200               1,955,600            

Country Club Plant, Selenium Treatment

Los Osos, Systemwide SCADA

Systemwide, New Well Study

Edna Road Plant, Reservoir Improvements

Purification Equipment

Office Furniture and Equipment

Vehicles

Tools & Safety Equipment

Budget 

Group

2021 

Proposed Budget

2022

Proposed Budget

2023

Proposed Budget

Meters

Main Replacements

Main Pumping Plant Equipment

Highland Drive to Cabrillo Plant

Country Club Plant, Fe/Mn Media Replacement
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 1 

III. Discussion 2 

A. Adjustments to Cost Add-ons 3 

The Commission should reduce the proposed contingency rate from 10% to 5% 4 

for the following project budget groups: 1) 50 (land and water rights), 2) 51 (water 5 

supply), 3) 54 (water quality), and 4) 55 (miscellaneous).  The reduction in the 6 

Description

Los Osos

51- -                       -                       961,200                 

51- -                       150,700                 -                       

Edna Road

51- -                       394,400                 -                       

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY -                       545,100               961,200               

Los Osos 

53- 454,134                 -                       -                       

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS 454,134               -                       -                       

Edna Road

54- -                       -                       218,000                 

54- -                       -                       196,300                 

TOTAL WATER QUALITY -                       -                       414,300               

Individual Projects Proposed by GSWC that should be Excluded from the Blanket Budget

14,200                  12,800                  12,700                  

-                       -                       -                       

26,300                  -                       -                       

TOTAL INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS PROPOSED BY GSWC 

THAT SHOULD BE EXCLUDED FROM THE BLANKET 

BUDGET 40,500                 12,800                 12,700                 

LO,  B-01- 29,400                  21,700                  38,500                  

LO,  B-02- Services 34,600                  35,100                  35,600                  

LO,  B-06- 66,800                  125,500                 68,900                  

LO,  B-07- 102,700                 104,200                 105,800                 

LO,  B-08- 80,500                  81,700                  82,900                  

LO,  B-09- 15,300                  15,600                  15,800                  

LO,  B-10- 120,960                 -                       -                       

LO,  B-11- 1,800                    1,800                    1,900                    

LO,  B-12- Addition to General Structure -                       -                       -                       

TOTAL BLANKETS 452,060               385,600               349,400               

TOTAL NET COST 946,694               943,500               1,737,600            

Manzanita Monitoring Plan

Country Club Treatment Plant PLC Upgrade

Server Room

Country Club Plant, Selenium Treatment

Budget 

Group

2021 

Recommended 

Budget

2022

Recommended 

Budget

2023

Recommended 

Budget

Los Osos, Systemwide SCADA

Systemwide, New Well Study

Edna Road Plant, Reservoir Improvements

Los Osos Pipeline Replacement Budget

Country Club Plant, Fe/Mn Media Replacement

Tools & Safety Equipment

Meters

Main Replacements

Main Pumping Plant Equipment

Purification Equipment

Office Furniture and Equipment

Vehicles
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contingency rate for the aforementioned project budget groups reflects Cal Advocates’ 1 

general recommendations regarding contingency applicable to all RMAs.
37

 2 

The Commission should also reduce the proposed company cost escalation 3 

factors
38

 for individual capital projects from 3.70% to 0% in 2021, 4.10% to 0% in 2022, 4 

and 4.30% to 0% in 2023, consistent with Cal Advocates’ general recommendations 5 

regarding escalation rates applicable to all RMAs.
 39

   6 

Cal Advocates’ recommendations regarding contingency and escalation rates 7 

reduce the project budget for the proposed projects.  The table below shows the project 8 

costs the Commission should adopt for the projects where the only recommended 9 

adjustments are related to the revised contingency, escalation rates, or both.  10 

Table 2-4:  Cal Advocates Recommended Project Budgets Where Only 11 

Recommended Adjustments are Related to Contingency, Escalation, or Both – Los 12 

Osos RMA 13 

  14 

B. Pipeline Replacement Budget 15 

The Commission should reduce the proposed pipeline replacement budget from 16 

$503,600 to $454,134 in 2021, consistent with Cal Advocates’ recommendations 17 

regarding pipeline replacement projects.
 40

   18 

C. CWIP Projects 19 

                                              
37

 Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on Region 3 Plant, Contingency, and Plant 

Escalation. 

38
 In GSWC’s RO Model (workpaper:  SEC-51_RB_FDR Capital Budget, tab: Project List – DO NOT 

SORT!), GSWC applies the company cost escalation factors to the project’s design cost. 

39
 Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on Region 3 Plant, Contingency, and Plant 

Escalation. 

40
 Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on Pipeline Replacement. 

Project Name

Budget 

Group

Proposed 

Project Cost

Adjusted 

Project Cost

Los Osos, Systemwide SCADA 51 1,025,500$        961,200$            

Systemwide, New Well Study 51 159,400$          150,700$            

Edna Road Plant, Reservoir Improvements 54 417,400$          394,400$            

Country Club Plant, Fe/Mn Media Replacement 54 231,900$          218,000$            

Country Club Plant, Selenium Treatment 54 208,800$          196,300$            
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In the Prepared Testimony of Elizabeth V. McDonough and Dane T. Sinagra 1 

(GSWC CWIP Testimony), GSWC requests additional funding for the purpose of 2 

“closing and completing its capital projects that are currently booked in the Company’s 3 

CWIP account.”
41

  As described by GSWC, these projects fall into one of the following 4 

categories: 5 

Category 1 – Blankets 6 

Category 2 – New Business Projects 7 

Category 3 – Project Funded by Others 8 

Category 4 – Projects Approved in the Previous GRC 9 

Category 5 – Projects Not Submitted in a GRC 10 

Category 6 – Projects Denied in the Previous GRC 11 

The GSWC CWIP Testimony provides a detailed description of the CWIP 12 

categories.
42

  The CWIP project budget reduction reflects Cal Advocates’ 13 

recommendations regarding CWIP projects in the Los Osos RMA.
43

 14 

D. Blanket Budget 15 

The Commission should reduce GSWC’s request of $553,000 to $452,060 for the 16 

2021 blanket budget due to 1) reducing the 2021 vehicles blanket group budget and 2) 17 

separating the project costs where GSWC is requesting two projects in 2021 through the 18 

blanket budget, as discussed in Chapter 1 of this report.  The Commission should reduce 19 

the 2021 vehicles blanket group budget from $181,400 to $120,960 because one of the 20 

proposed vehicles (Vehicle 70595) does not need to be replaced at this time.  21 

The individual projects GSWC proposes to be funded through the blanket budget 22 

should be recorded as separate line items instead of being included in the blanket budget.  23 

                                              
41

 GSWC CWIP Testimony, at p. 2.  

42
 GSWC CWIP Testimony, at pp. 5-81. 

43
 Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on CWIP and Special Request 7. 



18 

 

These projects include: 1) Manzanita Monitoring Plan (2021-2023); 2) Country Club 1 

Treatment Plant PLC Upgrade project (2023); and 3) Server Room project (2021).
44

 2 

The Commission should also reduce GSWC’s request of $398,400 to $385,600 for 3 

the 2022 blanket budget due to separating the project costs where GSWC is requesting 4 

one project (2022 portion of the Manzanita Monitoring Plan) through the blanket budget.   5 

The Commission should also reduce GSWC’s request of $489,400 to $349,400 for 6 

the 2023 blanket budget due to separating the project costs where GSWC is requesting 7 

two projects (2023 portion of the Manzanita Monitoring Plan and the Country Club 8 

Treatment Plant PLC Upgrade project) through the blanket budget.  The Commission 9 

should not allow funding for the proposed upgrade of the PLCs at the Country Club 10 

Treatment Plant; this would remove the duplicative requests to upgrade the existing 11 

PLCs, preventing double recovery.  These blanket budget reductions reflects Cal 12 

Advocates’ recommendations regarding the proposed blanket budget, as discussed in 13 

Chapter 1 of this report.   14 

IV. Conclusion 15 

The Commission should make the following adjustments to GSWC’s requests for 16 

the Los Osos RMA: 17 

1. Allow the following project budgets due to a reduction in contingency rate, 18 

escalation rates, or both: 19 

a. Los Osos, Systemwide SCADA – $961,200. 20 

b. Systemwide, New Well Study – $150,700. 21 

c. Edna Road Plant, Reservoir Improvements – $394,400. 22 

d. Country Club Plant, Fe/Mn Media Replacement – $218,000. 23 

e. Country Club Plant, Selenium Treatment – $196,300. 24 

2. Allow $454,134 in 2021 for the pipeline replacement budget. 25 

                                              
44

 The total project cost for the aforementioned individual projects is $193,300 for 2021-2023.  Cal 

Advocates does not oppose the Manzanita Monitoring Plan and Server Room projects. 
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3. Allow $452,060 in 2021, $385,600 in 2022, and $349,400 in 2023 for the 1 

annual blanket budget. 2 

4. Reject GSWC’s request for funding the proposed Country Club Treatment 3 

Plant PLC Upgrade project originally requested to be funded through the 4 

blanket budget.  5 

  6 

[END OF CHAPTER] 7 

  8 
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CHAPTER 3: PLANT – SANTA MARIA 
 1 

I. Introduction 2 

Cal Advocates recommends adjustments to GSWC’s capital budget requests for 3 

the Santa Maria RMA, which consists of the following water systems: Cypress Ridge, 4 

Lake Marie, Nipomo, Orcutt, Sisquoc, and Tanglewood. 5 

 6 

II. Summary of Recommendations 7 

The Commission should adjustment GSWC’s requests for individual proposed 8 

projects in the Santa Maria RMA, as follows: 9 

1.  Deny the Casa Real Well #1, Well Improvements project since the well does 10 

not need to be rehabilitated and the pump does not need to be replaced. 11 

2. No funding should be allowed for the Systemwide, Replacement Well Land 12 

Acquisition and Systemwide, Replacement Well projects.  GSWC can choose 13 

to build a new well and then seek cost recovery in a future rate case when the 14 

new well is built. The Commission can then determine if the new well is 15 

necessary, prudent, and used and useful before granting cost recovery. 16 

3. Deny the Cypress Ridge Plant, Replace Reservoir #2 project because there is 17 

adequate storage in the Cypress Ridge pressure zone. 18 

The Commission should also adjust GSWC’s requests related to Cal Advocates’ 19 

recommendations for common plant issues in the Santa Maria RMA, as discussed in full 20 

in Chapter 1 of this report, the Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on 21 

CWIP and Special Request 7, the Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations 22 

on Region 3 Plant, Contingency, and Plant Escalation, and the Public Advocates Office 23 

Report and Recommendations on Pipeline Replacement:   24 

1. The Commission should reduce the proposed contingency rate from 10% to 25 

5% for the following project budget groups: 1) 50 (land and water rights), 2) 26 

51 (water supply), 3) 54 (water quality), and 4) 55 (miscellaneous).    27 
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2. The Commission should also reduce the proposed company cost escalation 1 

factors for individual capital projects from 3.70% to 0% in 2021, 4.10% to 0% 2 

in 2022, and 4.30% to 0% in 2023. 3 

3. The Commission should reduce GSWC’s pipeline replacement budget request 4 

from $2,238,000 to $1,734,386 in 2021, $2,697,000 to $2,293,148 in 2022, and 5 

$238,300 to $198,212 in 2023. 6 

4. The Commission should reduce GSWC’s blanket budget request of $2,648,600 7 

to $2,465,230 in the 2021-2022 period due to reducing the vehicles blanket 8 

group budget.    9 

These recommendations are reflected in the 2021-2023 budget the Commission 10 

should adopt as shown in the table below, which compares GSWC’s and Cal Advocates’ 11 

recommended plant additions for 2021-2023.   12 

Table 3-1:  Proposed Capital Budget – Santa Maria RMA 13 

 14 

Table 3-2:  GSWC Capital Budget – Santa Maria RMA
45

 15 

                                              
45

 GSWC Capital Projects Lists Workpapers, at pp. 7-8.  GSWC provided an updated project cost for the 

Santa Maria, Systemwide SCADA project in response to Public Advocates DR JMI-009. 

Santa Maria

($000)
2021 2022 2023

Cal Advocates 2,977.39$ 4,273.47$ 3,832.11$ 

GSWC 4,576.80$ 4,844.30$ 6,182.10$ 

GSWC > Cal Advocates 1,599.41$ 570.83$    2,349.99$ 

Cal Advocates as % of 

GSWC 65% 88% 62%
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 1 

 2 

Table 3-3:  Cal Advocates Capital Budget – Santa Maria RMA 3 

Description

Cypress Ridge

50- 484,400                  -                       -                        

TOTAL LAND AND WATER RIGHTS 484,400                -                       -                        

Lake Marie

51- -                        -                       524,700                  

51- -                        553,900                 -                        

Orcutt

51- -                        126,100                 -                        

51- -                        122,200                 -                        

51- -                        -                       470,000                  

Nipomo

51- 487,300                  -                       -                        

Cypress Ridge

51- -                        -                       1,718,700               

51- 63,600                   -                       433,500                  

51- -                        -                       487,000                  

51- -                        -                       969,900                  

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY 550,900                802,200               4,603,800             

Orcutt

53- 2,238,000               -                       -                        

53- -                        2,131,300              -                        

53- -                        -                       238,300                  

53- -                        534,100                 -                        

Tanglewood

53- -                        31,600                  -                        

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS 2,238,000             2,697,000            238,300                

Cypress Ridge

54- -                        -                       132,900                  

TOTAL WATER QUALITY -                        -                       132,900                

SM,  B-01- Meters 164,900                  156,100                 187,400                  

SM  ,B-02- Services 333,200                  338,200                 343,300                  

SM, B-06- Main Replacements 153,800                  156,100                 158,400                  

SM, B-07- Main Pumping Plant Equipment 436,300                  442,900                 449,500                  

SM,  B-08- Purification Equipment 14,700                   14,900                  15,200                   

SM,  B-09- Office Furniture and Equipment 47,100                   47,800                  48,500                   

SM,  B-10- 148,800                  184,300                 -                        

SM,  B-11- Tools & Safety Equipment 4,700                     4,800                    4,800                     

TOTAL BLANKETS 1,303,500             1,345,100            1,207,100             

TOTAL NET COST 4,576,800             4,844,300            6,182,100             

Vineyard Well #6, Well Improvements

Vehicles

Orcutt Patterson Zone, Transmission Main

Orcutt Rd & Clark Ave

Orcutt Rd Hobbs to Ross

Valley View & Rice Ranch Rd

Valve Installation on T-main to Jail

Systemwide, Disinfection Residual SM CR

Systemwide, Replacement Well Land Acquisition

Lake Marie Plant, Booster C and Generator

Kenneth Plant, Disinfection Facilities

Woodmere Plant, Disinfection Facilities

Crescent Well #1, Site Improvements

Casa Real Well #1, Well Improvements

Systemwide, Replacement Well

Cypress Ridge Plant, Replace Reservoir #2

El Campo Plant, Replace Reservoir #2

Santa Maria

Santa Maria, Systemwide SCADA

Budget 

Group

2021 

Proposed Budget

2022

Proposed Budget

2023

Proposed Budget
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 1 

III. Discussion 2 

A. Proposed Projects 3 

1. Nipomo – Casa Real Well #1, Well Improvements  4 

Description

Cypress Ridge

50- -                        -                       -                        

TOTAL LAND AND WATER RIGHTS -                        -                       -                        

Lake Marie

51- -                        -                       493,200                  

51- -                        523,500                 -                        

Orcutt

51- -                        119,100                 -                        

51- -                        115,500                 -                        

51- -                        -                       441,700                  

Nipomo

51- -                        -                       -                        

Cypress Ridge

51- -                        -                       -                        

51- -                        -                       -                        

51- -                        -                       457,700                  

51- -                        -                       909,300                  

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY -                        758,100               2,301,900             

Santa Maria 

53- 1,734,386               2,293,148              198,212                  

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS 1,734,386             2,293,148            198,212                

Cypress Ridge

54- -                        -                       124,900                  

TOTAL WATER QUALITY -                        -                       124,900                

SM,  B-01- Meters 164,900                  156,100                 187,400                  

SM  ,B-02- Services 333,200                  338,200                 343,300                  

SM, B-06- Main Replacements 153,800                  156,100                 158,400                  

SM, B-07- Main Pumping Plant Equipment 436,300                  442,900                 449,500                  

SM,  B-08- Purification Equipment 14,700                   14,900                  15,200                   

SM,  B-09- Office Furniture and Equipment 47,100                   47,800                  48,500                   

SM,  B-10- 88,305                   61,425                  -                        

SM,  B-11- Tools & Safety Equipment 4,700                     4,800                    4,800                     

TOTAL BLANKETS 1,243,005             1,222,225            1,207,100             

TOTAL NET COST 2,977,391             4,273,473            3,832,112             

Vineyard Well #6, Well Improvements

Budget 

Group

2021 

Recommended 

Budget

2022

Recommended 

Budget

2023

Recommended 

Budget

Santa Maria Pipeline Replacement Budget

Systemwide, Disinfection Residual SM CR

Vehicles

Lake Marie Plant, Booster C and Generator

Kenneth Plant, Disinfection Facilities

Crescent Well #1, Site Improvements

Casa Real Well #1, Well Improvements

El Campo Plant, Replace Reservoir #2

Santa Maria

Santa Maria, Systemwide SCADA

Systemwide, Replacement Well Land Acquisition

Woodmere Plant, Disinfection Facilities

Systemwide, Replacement Well

Cypress Ridge Plant, Replace Reservoir #2
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The Commission should reject GSWC’s request to include $487,300 in its plant 1 

budget request for 2021 to rehabilitate the existing Casa Real Well #1 because the well 2 

does not need to be rehabilitated at this time, and the current pump does not need to be 3 

replaced.   4 

GSWC requests to rehabilitate the existing well, which includes replacement of 5 

the existing pump.
46

  To support its request to rehabilitate the well, GSWC references an 6 

engineering memo from Water Infrastructure and Management Solution (WIMS) on the 7 

well’s proposed improvements.
47

  The memo states that there is no record of the Casa 8 

Real Well #1 being rehabilitated in the past
48

 and GSWC requests to rehabilitate the well 9 

as described in the engineering memo.
49

  However, in response to Cal Advocates’ request 10 

regarding whether the well had been rehabilitated, GSWC revealed that the Casa Real 11 

Well #1 has been cleaned, brushed, and treated in March 2018, after the WIMS report 12 

was conducted in 2017.
50

  The proposed rehabilitation for Casa Real Well #1 is scheduled 13 

for 2021.
51

  In the proposed project cost estimate, there is funding allocated to brushing, 14 

chemical treatment, and dual swabbing the well.
52

  Because the well was already cleaned, 15 

brushed, and treated in 2018, the well does not require rehabilitation at this time.   16 

The Commission should also reject the portion of requested project costs related to 17 

replacing the well’s pump, as recent test results establish that the pump is in good 18 

working condition.  WIMS’s engineering memo states that the current pump is 16 years 19 

old and would need to be replaced soon;
53

 thus, a portion of GSWC’s proposed project 20 

                                              
46

 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 85.  GSWC Capital Testimony, Attachment SM01, at p. 1. 

47
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 85. 

48
 GSWC Capital Testimony, Attachment SM01, at p. 1. 

49
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 85. 

50
 Attachment 3-1, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR JMI-002, Q.2. 

51
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 85. 

52
 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: PCE_RI – Nipomo (Casa Real Well 1, Well Improvements), tab: 

Construction Cost. 

53
 GSWC Capital Testimony, Attachment SM01, at p. 1. 
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cost includes the cost to replace the pump.
54

  However, in response to Cal Advocates’ 1 

request, GSWC provided the latest pump test report for Casa Real Well #1.
55

  The current 2 

pump efficiency for the Casa Real Well #1 is an average of approximately 68.6%,
56

 3 

which equates to a “good” pump efficiency by Commission standards.
57

  Therefore, the 4 

existing pump does not need to be replaced at this time.  Because the well does not need 5 

to be rehabilitated and the current pump does not need to be replaced, the Commission 6 

should deny funding for the requested project. 7 

2. Cypress Ridge – Systemwide, Replacement Well Land Acquisition and 8 

Replacement Well  9 

The Commission should reject GSWC’s request for $2,203,100 to construct a new 10 

well.
58

   11 

GSWC requests funding for an additional well (including land for a well site) to 12 

meet system demand and address nitrate levels in the service area.
59

  The proposed well 13 

project is unnecessary for the following reasons: 1) the Cypress Ridge system has 14 

sufficient source supply and 2) GSWC has not demonstrated that a replacement well is 15 

more cost effective than installing nitrate treatment at the current facilities when taking 16 

into consideration updated project costs and potential additional costs due to the future 17 

well site. 18 

The current Cypress Ridge system has enough source supply to meet system 19 

demand.  The California Waterworks Standards states that public water systems shall 20 

have the capacity to meet the system’s maximum day demand (MDD).
60

  GSWC Cypress 21 

Ridge Water Master Plan states that the Cypress Ridge system has a total well capacity of 22 

                                              
54

 GSWC RO Model, workpaper: PCE_RI – Nipomo (Casa Real Well 1, Well Improvements). 

55
 Attachment 3-1, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR JMI-002, Q.1.b. 

56
 Attachment 3-1, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR JMI-002, Q.1.b.   

57
 Standard Practice U-3-SM, at p. 7. 

58
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at pp. 88-90. 

59
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 89. 

60
 California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 16, Article 2, Section 64554 (a) (1). 
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1,140 gallons per minute (gpm).
61

  The GSWC Cypress Ridge Water Master Plan 1 

confirms that the current Cypress Ridge system has sufficient supply capacity to meet 2 

both MDD and peak hour demand (PHD) of 591 gpm and 887 gpm, respectively.
62

     3 

GSWC also has not demonstrated that a replacement well is more cost effective 4 

than installing nitrate treatment at the current facilities, particularly when taking into 5 

consideration updated project costs and potential costs due to the location of the new well 6 

site.  GSWC references the Cypress Ridge Water Reliability Study, stating that a 7 

replacement well should be considered over nitrates treatment.
63

  However, the cost of a 8 

replacement well in the reliability study is misleading.  The reliability study states that 9 

the cost for a replacement well is approximately $1.5 million.
64

  An updated cost estimate 10 

for a replacement well in 2023 is $1,718,700.
65

  But this cost does not include the cost of 11 

acquiring land for the new well.  GSWC acknowledges that land would have to be 12 

acquired for a new well by requesting an additional $484,400 in this rate case to purchase 13 

land for the new well site.
66

   14 

In addition to failing to incorporate updated project costs and the cost of land 15 

acquisition, GSWC’s estimated cost of $1,718,700 for a replacement well assumes that 16 

the well would not require nitrate treatment.
67

  However, GSWC states that all of the 17 

wells in the Cypress Ridge system are affected by high nitrates.
68

  Because the current 18 

wells have high nitrate levels, it is likely that treatment is needed when the replacement is 19 

placed into service.  GSWC states that site specific assessments would be required to 20 

                                              
61

 GSWC Cypress Ridge Water Master Plan, at p. 5-5. 

62
 GSWC Cypress Ridge Water Master Plan, at pp. 5-7, 5-8, and 5-9. 

63
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 89. 

64
 GSWC Capital Testimony, Attachment SM03, GSWC Cypress Ridge System Water Reliability Study, 

at p. 68 (Cypress Ridge Water Reliability Study). 

65
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 89. 

66
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 88. 

67
 GSWC RO Model, workbook: PCE_RI – Cypress Ridge (Systemwide, Replacement Well), tab: 

Construction Cost. 

68
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 89. 
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determine any future well site.
69

  GSWC also mentions that it is currently testing test 1 

wells for potential future well sites.
70

  To prevent stranding costs, no funding should be 2 

allowed for a well site until the test well results demonstrate favorable water quality.   3 

Previously, customers in the Los Oso RMA funded a well over multiple rate cases 4 

in the past without receiving any corresponding benefit.  In GSWC’s 2011 rate case, 5 

GSWC requested to install a new well, Edna Well, for the Edna Road system in the Los 6 

Osos RMA.
71

  GSWC originally planned to obtain a new well site in 2012.
72

  Both the 7 

acquisition of land for the well site and the construction of the well were funded in 8 

customer rates.  In the 2014 rate case, GSWC stated that the project was delayed but 9 

expected to obtain the well site in 2014 and complete the well in 2015.
73

  In the 2017 rate 10 

case, GSWC stated that the project was delayed but expected to be completed in 2019.
74

    11 

In this rate case, GSWC states that all the test wells for the Edna Well project have 12 

resulted in a combination of poor water quality or production.
75

  Because of these 13 

outcomes, GSWC is changing its approach in finding a suitable well site by proposing 14 

ratepayers fund a well study in this rate case.
76

  However, GSWC customers funded the 15 

Edna Well project (including land) over multiple rate cases but received no benefit.  16 

Therefore, no funding should be provided for a new well. The utility can choose to build 17 

a new well and then seek cost recovery in a future rate case when the new well is built. 18 

The Commission can then determine if the new well is necessary, prudent, and used and 19 

                                              
69

 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 89. 

70
 GSWC CWIP Testimony, at p. 48. 

71
 Prepared Testimony of Ernest Gisler, Adrian Combes, Mark Insco, and Dane Sinagra (from A.11-07-

017), at pp. 85-88. 

72
 GSWC TY 2013 GRC D.13-05-011, at p. 51.  The Edna Well was first authorized in D.13-05-011, 

adopting the 2011 GRC Settlement Agreement. 

73
 GSWC TY 2016 GRC D. 16-12-067, Adopted GSWC 2014 Settlement Agreement, Appendix E.      

74
 GSWC RO Model, workbook: CWIP123116 Asset mngmnt ALL, tab: CWIP – Details (from A.17-07-

010). 

75
 GSWC CWIP Testimony, at p. 46. 

76
 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 69. 
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useful before granting cost recovery.  This after the fact review protects ratepayers by 1 

ensuring costs included in rates deliver the corresponding benefits.     2 

3. Cypress Ridge – Cypress Ridge Plant, Replace Reservoir #2  3 

The Commission should reject GSWC’s request for $497,100
77

 to replace the 4 

existing Cypress Ridge Reservoir #2 because there is sufficient storage in this pressure 5 

zone without the existing Cypress Ridge Reservoir #2.  The Cypress Ridge Reservoir #2 6 

has a storage volume of 0.275 million gallons (MG).
78

  The total storage volume in the 7 

current Cypress Ridge pressure zone is approximately 0.55 MG.
79

  The Cypress Ridge 8 

pressure zone would have a storage capacity of 0.275 MG if the storage capacity from 9 

Cypress Ridge Reservoir #2 was excluded (0.55 MG – 0.275 MG = 0.275 MG).  GSWC 10 

states that the current storage requirement is approximately 0.182 MG for the Cypress 11 

Ridge pressure zone,
80

 which provides surplus storage of 0.093 MG (0.275 MG – 0.182 12 

MG).  Even without the storage volume from Cypress Ridge Reservoir #2, there is 13 

adequate storage to meet the storage demand in the Cypress Ridge pressure zone.  14 

Therefore, the Commission should deny GSWC’s request for this project.       15 

B. Adjustments to Cost Add-ons 16 

In addition to the project-specific recommendations listed above, the Commission 17 

should adopt project budgets that reflect more reasonable estimates of contingency rates 18 

and escalation factors, as described in the Public Advocates Office Report and 19 

Recommendations on Region 3 Plant, Contingency, and Plant Escalation.  The 20 

Commission should reduce the proposed contingency rate from 10% to 5% for the 21 

following project budget groups: 1) 50 (land and water rights), 2) 51 (water supply), 3) 22 

                                              
77

 GSWC Capital Testimony, at p. 86.  GSWC is requesting the direct cost of the project ($63,600) in 

2021 and the construction portion of the project ($433,500) in 2023. 

78
 Cypress Ridge Water Master Plan, at p. 5-6. 

79
 Cypress Ridge Water Master Plan, at p. 5-6. 

80
 Cypress Ridge Water Master Plan, at p. 5-11. 
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54 (water quality), and 4) 55 (miscellaneous).  Cal Advocates’ recommended budget 1 

utilizes 5% contingency rate.
81

 2 

The Commission should also reduce the proposed company cost escalation 3 

factors
82

 from 3.70% to 0% in 2021, 4.10% to 0% in 2022, and 4.30% to 0% in 2023, 4 

consistent with Cal Advocates’ general recommendations regarding escalation rates.
83

 5 

Cal Advocates’ recommendations regarding contingency and escalation rates 6 

reduce the budget for the proposed projects.  The table below shows the costs the 7 

Commission should adopt for the projects where the only recommended adjustments are 8 

related to the revised contingency rate, escalation rate, or both.  9 

Table 3-5:  Cal Advocates Recommended Project Budgets Where Only 10 

Recommended Adjustments are Related to Contingency, Escalation, or Both – 11 

Santa Maria RMA 12 

 13 

C. Pipeline Replacement Budget 14 

The Commission should reduce the proposed pipeline replacement budget from 15 

$2,238,000 to $1,734,386 in 2021, $2,697,000 to $2,293,148 in 2022, and $238,300 to 16 

                                              
81

 Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on Region 3 Plant, Contingency, and Plant 

Escalation. 

82
 In GSWC’s RO Model (workpaper:  SEC-51_RB_FDR Capital Budget, tab: Project List – DO NOT 

SORT!), GSWC applies the company cost escalation factors to the project’s design cost. 

83
 Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on Region 3 Plant, Contingency, and Plant 

Escalation. 

Project Name

Budget 

Group

Proposed 

Project Cost

Adjusted 

Project Cost

Vineyard Well #6, Well Improvements 51 524,700$          493,200$            

Lake Marie Plant, Booster C and Generator 51 553,900$          523,500$            

Santa Maria, Systemwide SCADA 51 969,900$          909,300$            

Kenneth Plant, Disinfection Facilities 51 126,100$          119,100$            

Woodmere Plant, Disinfection Facilities 51 122,200$          115,500$            

Crescent Well #1, Site Improvements 51 470,000$          441,700$            

El Campo Plant, Replace Reservoir #2 51 487,000$          457,700$            

Systemwide, Disinfection Residual SM CR 54 132,900$          124,900$            
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$198,212 in 2023, consistent with Cal Advocates’ recommendations regarding pipeline 1 

replacement projects.
 84

   2 

D. CWIP Projects 3 

In the GSWC CWIP Testimony, GSWC requests additional funding for the 4 

purpose of “closing and completing its capital projects that are currently booked in the 5 

Company’s CWIP account.”
85

  As described by GSWC, these projects fall into one of the 6 

following categories: 7 

Category 1 – Blankets 8 

Category 2 – New Business Projects 9 

Category 3 – Project Funded by Others 10 

Category 4 – Projects Approved in the Previous GRC 11 

Category 5 – Projects Not Submitted in a GRC 12 

Category 6 – Projects Denied in the Previous GRC 13 

The GSWC CWIP Testimony provides a detailed description of the CWIP 14 

categories.
86

  The reduction in the CWIP project budget reflects the Cal Advocates’ 15 

recommendations regarding CWIP projects in the Santa Maria RMA.
87

 16 

E. Blanket Budget 17 

The Commission should reduce GSWC’s blanket budget request of $2,648,600 to 18 

$2,465,230 in the 2021-2022 period due to reducing the vehicles blanket group budget.  19 

The Commission should reduce the total 2021-2022 vehicles blanket group budget from 20 

$333,100 to $149,730 because three of the proposed vehicles (Vehicles 500420, 500827, 21 

and 504651)
88

 do not need to be replaced at this time, as discussed in Chapter 1 of this 22 

report.  Cal Advocates’ recommendations regarding reducing the proposed blanket 23 

budget are discussed in Chapter 1 of this report.   24 

                                              
84

 Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on Pipeline Replacement. 

85
 GSWC CWIP Testimony, at p. 2.  

86
 GSWC CWIP Testimony, at pp. 5-81. 

87
 Public Advocates Office Report and Recommendations on CWIP and Special Request 7. 

88
 The total cost of the three vehicles is $183,370 for 2021-2022. 
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IV. Conclusion 1 

The Commission should make the following adjustments to GSWC’s requests for 2 

the Santa Maria RMA: 3 

1. Deny the Casa Real Well #1, Well Improvements project since the well does 4 

not need to be rehabilitated and the pump does not need to be replaced. 5 

2. No funding should be allowed for the Systemwide, Replacement Well Land 6 

Acquisition and Systemwide, Replacement Well projects.  GSWC can choose 7 

to build a new well and then seek cost recovery in a future rate case when the 8 

new well is built.  The Commission can then determine if the new well is 9 

necessary, prudent, and used and useful before granting cost recovery.  10 

3. Deny the Cypress Ridge Plant, Replace Reservoir #2 project because there is 11 

adequate storage in the Cypress Ridge pressure zone.   12 

4. Adjust contingency rate, escalation rate, or both for the following projects: 13 

a. Vineyard Well #6, Well Improvements – $493,200  14 

b. Lake Marie Plant, Booster C and Generator – $523,500 15 

c. Santa Maria, Systemwide SCADA – $909,300 16 

d. Kenneth Plant, Disinfectant Facilities – $119,100 17 

e. Woodmere Plant, Disinfection Facilities – $115,500 18 

f. Crescent Well #1, Site Improvements – $441,700 19 

g. El Campo Plant, Replace Reservoir #2 – $457,700 20 

h. Systemwide, Disinfection Residual SM CR – $124,900 21 

5. Allow $1,734,386 in 2021, $2,293,148 in 2022, and $198,212 in 2023 for the 22 

pipeline replacement budget. 23 

6. Allow $1,243,005 in 2021, $1,222,225 in 2022, and $1,207,100 in 2023 for the 24 

annual blanket budget. 25 

 26 

[END OF CHAPTER] 27 

 28 

 29 
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CHAPTER 4: CUSTOMER SERVICE 
 1 

I. Introduction 2 

GO 103-A adopted reporting requirements and standards for six customer service 3 

quality metrics, which include: 1) telephone performance standards; 2) billing 4 

performance standards; 3) meter reading performance standard; 4) work completion 5 

performance standards; 5) response to customer and regulatory complaints performance 6 

standard; and 6) service interruptions.
89

  Class A and B utilities report their compliance 7 

with these standards in their annual reports.
90

  The Commission should hold GSWC 8 

accountable to these standards to ensure GSWC customers are receiving quality customer 9 

service.  This chapter presents GSWC’s customer service performance companywide 10 

from 2015 to 2019, reviewing compliance with GO 103-A standards, the Commission’s 11 

Consumer Affairs Branch (CAB) complaints, and customer inquiries to GSWC. 12 

 13 

II. Summary of Recommendations 14 

The Commission should adopt the following recommendations to improve 15 

GSWC’s customer service quality and compliance with GO 103-A standards:  16 

1. GSWC should increase the rate of answering customer calls within 30 seconds 17 

(during normal business hours) after requesting to speak with a CSR above the 18 

standard of at least 80% established in GO 103-A. 19 

2. GSWC should continue to reduce its rate of scheduled appointments missed within 20 

the company’s control below the standard of no more than 5% established in GO 21 

103-A. 22 

III. Discussion 23 

A. GO 103-A Compliance 24 

                                              
89

 General Order 103-A, Appendix E. 

90
 Class A and B Water Utilities do not report on service interruptions annually but must retain a complete 

record of interruptions.   
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GO 103-A requires annual reporting on performance on customer service quality 1 

standards.  GSWC, in general, has met most of the reporting standards highlighted in 2 

Appendix E of GO 103-A.  GSWC’s GO 103-A performance for the past five years 3 

(2015-2019) is shown in the table in Attachment 4-1
91

 of this report.
 92

  There are two 4 

areas where GSWC fails to comply with GO 103-A: 1) percentage of customers reaching 5 

a utility representative within 30 seconds (during normal business hours) after requesting 6 

to speak with a CSR in 2015, 2017-2019 and 2) percentage of missed scheduled 7 

appointments in 2018. 8 

GSWC’s ability to answer customer calls within 30 seconds (during business 9 

hours) is measured by dividing the number of calls reaching a utility representative 10 

within 30 seconds by the number of attempts to reach a utility representative.
93

  GSWC 11 

has not been consistent in answering customer calls within 30 seconds (during normal 12 

business hours) after requesting to speak with a CSR in the past five years (2015-2019).  13 

In the past five years, GSWC did not meet the GO 103-A standard of at least 80%
94

 in 14 

2015, and 2017-2019.
95

  GSWC’s ability to answer customer calls within 30 seconds was 15 

76.73% in 2015, 76.73% in 2017, 78.46% in 2018, and 75.25% in 2019.
96

  GSWC needs 16 

to improve its performance to meet the call answer performance measure to the standard 17 

of at least 80% outlined in GO 103-A.   18 

GSWC provided an explanation of why they were unable to meet the 80% metric 19 

in 2015 in a report regarding improving customer service from July 2015 through 20 

December 2015.
97

  GSWC states that its inability in 2015 to answer customer calls within 21 

                                              
91

 Attachment 4-1, GSWC’s GO 103-A Performance from 2015-2019. 

92
 Attachment 4-2, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR PLY-007.  GO 103-A, Appendix E. 

93
 GO 103-A, Appendix E, at p.1. 

94
 GO 103-A, Appendix E, at p. 1. 

95
 Attachment 4-2, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR PLY-007, Q.1.   

96
 Attachment 4-1, GSWC’s GO 103-A Performance from 2015-2019. 

97
 Attachment 4-3, GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service July 2015 through December 2015 

report, dated April 1, 2016, at p. 5 (GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service Report (July 2015- 

Dec. 2015)). 
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30 seconds (during normal business hours) after a customer’s request to speak with a 1 

CSR occurred during May 2015 through July 2015 during the highest monthly call 2 

volumes for the year.
98

  GSWC states that it experienced a higher call volume in 3 

comparison with the same time period in 2014 due to customers’ response to notifications 4 

regarding the state-wide drought restrictions and water conservation targets.
99

  GSWC’s 5 

customer service center (CSC) utilized temporary CSRs to fill vacancies.  GSWC states 6 

that this provided CSC the flexibility to quickly change the CSR staff’s schedule to be 7 

able to handle the fluctuations in call volume and be able to handle customer calls 8 

regarding the drought.
100

  Due to this change, GSWC states that it was able to reach the 9 

80% metric after July 2015.
101

  GSWC also authored similar reports for 2016, 2017, 10 

2018, and 2019.
102

  However, GSWC does not provide an explanation on why it was not 11 

able to meet the 80% metric in 2017, 2018, and 2019. 12 

GSWC’s missed scheduled appointment rate is measured by dividing the number 13 

of missed scheduled appointments (within GSWC’s control) by the number of scheduled 14 

appointments.
103

  GSWC did not meet the 5% requirement in 2018 for missed scheduled 15 

appointments that are under the utility’s control; GSWC’s missed scheduled appointment 16 

                                              
98

 Attachment 4-3, GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service Report (July 2015- Dec. 2015), at p. 5.   

99
 Attachment 4-3, GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service Report (July 2015- Dec. 2015), at p. 5.   

100
 Attachment 4-3, GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service Report (July 2015- Dec. 2015), at p. 

5.   

101
 Attachment 4-3, GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service Report (July 2015- Dec. 2015), at p. 

5.   

102
 GSWC Response to Public Advocates Data Request JMI-015.  GSWC provided the following reports 

in response to the data request: 1)  GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service January 2016 through 

June 2016 report, dated October 1, 2016; 2) GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service July 2016 

through December 2016 report, dated April 1, 2017; 3) GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service 

January 2017 through June 2017 report, dated October 1, 2017; 4) GSWC Measures to Improve Customer 

Service July 2017 through December 2017 report, dated April 1, 2018; 5) GSWC Measures to Improve 

Customer Service January 2018 through June 2018 report, dated October 1, 2018; 6) GSWC Measures to 

Improve Customer Service January 2018 to December 2018 report, dated April 1, 2019; 7) GSWC 

Measures to Improve Customer Service January 2019 through June 2019 report, dated October 1, 2019; 

and 8)  GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service January 2019 to December 2019 report, dated 

April 30, 2020. 

103
 GO 103-A, Appendix E, at p. 4. 
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rate in 2018 was 7.51%.
104

  GSWC did not provide an explanation on why it was not able 1 

to meet the 5% metric in 2018.
105

  However, in 2019, GSWC reduced the rate of missed 2 

scheduled appointments below 5%.  GSWC should continue to improve its performance 3 

to consistently keep the rate of the missed scheduled appointments below 5%.  4 

GO 103-A does not have punitive measures for utilities who fail to meet the 5 

performance standards.  If the Commission decides to implement a system of 6 

ramifications for failing to meet performance standards, then this should be handled in an 7 

industry-wide proceeding.   8 

B. Customer Contacts Received by CAB 9 

The Commission’s CAB is responsible for assisting consumers with their 10 

questions and informally resolving disputes regarding billing and service matters with 11 

utility providers regulated by the CPUC.
106

  Cal Advocates reviewed the number of 12 

contacts received by the CAB from GSWC customers during the last five years (2015-13 

2019).  CAB categorizes consumer contact into five types: 1) complaints;
107

 2) informal 14 

complaints;
108

 3) impound;
109

 4) phone contact;
110

 and 5) inquiry.
111,112

  In the last five 15 

                                              
104

 Attachment 4-1, GSWC’s GO 103-A Performance from 2015-2019. 
 
105

 GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service January 2018 through June 2018 report, dated October 

1, 2018.  GSWC Measures to Improve Customer Service January 2018 to December 2018 report, dated 

April 1, 2019. 

106
 CPUC Website CAB Home Page (https://www.cpuc.gov/cab/).  Accessed September 22, 2020. 

107
 Complaints are defined as written consumer contacts in which consumer is protesting or expressing 

dissatisfaction with an action or practice of a regulated utility (including issues that may by outside the 

purview of CAB to investigate or outside the regulatory authority of the Commission).  These issues are 

not forwarded to the utility for resolution but handled as a referral to the appropriate utility, CPUC 

division, entity, or closed outright with the appropriate letter of explanation. 

108
 Informal complaints are defined as written consumer contacts expressing dissatisfaction with, or a 

dispute with a utility regarding issues within the regulatory authority of the CPUC.  These issues are 

forwarded to the utility for investigation and response.   

109
 Impounds are defined as informal complaints sent to the utility for resolution.  The disputed charges 

are held in trust with the Commission’s Fiscal Office pending case resolution.  Depending on the 

outcome, the money may be distributed to the utility, the consumer, or a portion to each as a result of a 

compromise. 

110
 Phone contacts are defined as all consumer calls in reference to concerns, questions, and complaints 

related to utilities.  These contacts are no longer coded as complaints, inquiries, etc. 
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years (2015-2019), 1,034 GSWC customers contacted CAB.
113

  The number of GSWC’s 1 

customer contacts with CAB by type is shown in the table below for the 2015-2019 2 

period. 3 

Table 4-1: Number of Contacts Received from GSWC Customers (2015-4 

2019)
114

 5 

 6 

C. Customer Inquiries to GSWC 7 

GSWC receives complaints directly from its customers regarding billing, water 8 

quality, and water service.  GSWC categorizes these complaints into the following: 1) 9 

billing; 2) pressure; 3) water quality; and 4) leaks.  The table below shows the number of 10 

complaints companywide for the past six years (2014-2019). 11 

Table 4-2: Customer Complaints Sent Directly to GSWC – Companywide 12 

(2014-2019)
115

 13 

Total Number of Complaints 14 

                                                                                                                                                  
111

 Inquiries are defined as written consumer contacts requesting facts and information for a situation. 

112
 Standard Disclosure for CAB Data, CPUC Consumer Service and Information Division, revised 

September 3, 2014. 

113
 Attachment 4-4, Email from Thomas Ward (CAB) to Phong Ly (Cal Advocates), dated August 17, 

2020. 

114
 Attachment 4-4, Email from Thomas Ward (CAB) to Phong Ly (Cal Advocates), dated August 17, 

2020. 

115
 Minimum Data Requirements (MDR) Response #II.H.1.  GSWC’s response to MDR#II.H.1 from this 

rate case was used for years 2016-2019.  GSWC’s response to MDR#II.H.1 from the 2017 rate case 

(A.17-07-010) was used for years 2014 and 2015. 

Contact Type 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Complaint 12 6 9 15 11

Informal Complaint 55 43 49 36 29

Impound 9 3 3 2 0

Phone Contact 228 151 154 129 84

Inquiry 0 2 0 4 0

Total 304 205 215 186 124
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 1 

Number of Complaints by Type 2 

 3 

The table above shows that the total number of complaints has generally decreased 4 

over time.  The majority of complaints is due to either billing
116

 or water quality issues.  5 

                                              
116

 GSWC classifies their billing related complaints into three categories: 1) meter reading (incorrectly 

read meters, mainly attributed to staffing turnover); 2) meter accuracy (that was tracked to faulty meters); 

and 3) other billing issues (e.g. incorrect estimates that were automatically generated by the billing 

system).  GSWC states that the majority of the billing related complaints are related to the meter reading 

category. 
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GSWC states that it has an internal complaint resolution system when the company 1 

receives complaints.
117

    2 

GSWC states that it has implemented an informal complaint process for calls that 3 

distributes and tracks all informal complaints received and processes them as cases in 4 

their customer care and billing (CC&B).
118

  GSWC states that these complaints are stored 5 

in a monitoring log (CPUC Informal Complaints Monitoring Log) that is updated through 6 

GSWC’s CSC.
119

  The GSWC groups involved in processing complaints include: 7 

GSWC’s Regulatory Affairs group, CPUC Process Group, Superintendent, District 8 

Manager, Regulatory Affairs Informal Complaint Group.  GSWC’s Regulatory Affairs 9 

group acts as GSWC’s contact for the CPUC and sends complaints to GSWC’s CPUC 10 

Process Group once a complaint is initiated.
120

  GSWC states that the Superintendent is 11 

responsible for investigating the customer complaint and drafting a complaint response 12 

for the District Manager to review and approve.
121

  GSWC states that the District 13 

Manager finalizes the complaint response and distributes the complaint response to the 14 

other GSWC groups.
122

  GSWC’s Regulatory Affairs Informal Complaints Group sends 15 

                                              
117

 Attachment 4-5, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR JMI-014, Q.1.  GSWC states that informal 

complaints are complaints that do not require a CPUC proceeding to resolve.  GSWC states that the 

majority of these complaints are due to service related issues experienced by their customers in the 

RMAs.   

118
 Attachment 4-6, GSWC Response to Public Advocates Data Request JMI-014, Attachment JMI-014 

Q.2 (Customer Service Procedures, CPUC Complaint Process).  Some of the information recorded for 

each case include: date of receipt, critical points of handling, date of forwarding to critical points of 

handling, response date to CPUC, account information, and informal complaint number.    

119
 Attachment 4-6, GSWC Response to Public Advocates Data Request JMI-014, Attachment JMI-014 

Q.2 (Customer Service Procedures, CPUC Complaint Process). 

120
 Attachment 4-6, GSWC Response to Public Advocates Data Request JMI-014, Attachment JMI-014 

Q.2 (Customer Service Procedures, CPUC Complaint Process). 

121
 Attachment 4-6, GSWC Response to Public Advocates Data Request JMI-014, Attachment JMI-014 

Q.2 (Customer Service Procedures, CPUC Complaint Process).  GSWC states that the Superintendent is 

supposed to provide a draft complaint response to the District Manager within 15 days of receiving the 

complaint.    

122
 Attachment 4-6, GSWC Response to Public Advocates Data Request JMI-014, Attachment JMI-014 

Q.2 (Customer Service Procedures, CPUC Complaint Process).  GSWC states that the District Manager is 

supposed to finalize the complaint response within five days of receiving the draft complaint response and 

distribute within two days of finalizing the complaint response.  GSWC states that internal copies are 
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the final response to the CPUC once it is received by the District Manager and is 1 

recorded by GSWC’s CPUC Process Group, which records when GSWC sends their 2 

response to the CPUC for GSWC’s internal records.
123

   3 

In response to Commission Minimum Data Requirement (MDR), GSWC 4 

describes methods in reducing the number of complaints.
124

  In addition to proposed 5 

capital improvements,
125

 some of these methods include: 1) providing online courses to 6 

enhance employee knowledge of the customer care and billing system; 2) establish a 7 

more frequent flushing program in areas with dead-end mains; 3) review meter misreads 8 

semi-annually to monitor the frequency and identify opportunities to minimize future 9 

incidents; and 4) provide adequate customer notification for planned flushing and 10 

temporary disruptions through mailing postcards.
126

 11 

IV. Conclusion 12 

The Commission should ensure that GSWC is meeting its performance standards 13 

and provide quality service to its customers.  GSWC should work on the following to 14 

improve their customer service to comply with GO 103-A standards:  15 

1. GSWC should increase the rate of answering customer calls within 30 seconds 16 

(during normal business hours) after requesting to speak with a CSR above the 17 

standard of at least 80% established in GO 103-A. 18 

                                                                                                                                                  
provided to the Vice President, District Manager, Superintendent, Regulatory Affairs Group, and the CSC 

CPUC Process Group.    

123
 Attachment 4-6, GSWC Response to Public Advocates Data Request JMI-014, Attachment JMI-014 

Q.2 (Customer Service Procedures, CPUC Complaint Process).  GSWC states that the customer 

complaint response is supposed to be sent to the CPUC within 24 hours after being notified by the District 

Manager.   

124
 MDR Response #II.H.2. 

125
 Some of the capital improvements include: 1) replacing old cast iron mains, steel mains, dead-end 

mains; 2) replacing old galvanized and polyethylene services with new copper services; 3) replacing leaky 

valves and hydrants as part of the pipeline replacement projects.    

126
 MDR Response #II.H.2. 
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2. GSWC should continue to reduce its rate of scheduled appointments missed within 1 

the company’s control below the standard of no more than 5% established in GO 2 

103-A. 3 

   4 

[END OF CHAPTER] 5 
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ATTACHMENT 1-1: STATEMENT OF 

QUALIFICATIONS 
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS – JUSTIN MENDA 1 

Q1. Please state your name, business address, and position with the California Public 2 

Utilities Commission (Commission). 3 

A1. My name is Justin Menda and my business address is 505 Van Ness Ave, 4 

California 94102.  I am a Utilities Engineer in the Communication and Water 5 

Policy Branch of the Public Advocates Office of California Public Utilities 6 

Commission.   7 

Q2. Please summarize your education background and professional experience. 8 

A2. I received a Bachelor of Science Degree and Master of Science Degree in Civil 9 

Engineering from the University of California Irvine. 10 

 I have been employed by the Public Advocates Office – Communications and 11 

Water Policy Branch since June 2012.  Since that time, I prepared testimony on 12 

capital investment in serval GRCs: California Water Service Company’s 2012, 13 

2015 and 2018 GRCs; California-American Water’s 2013, 2016, and 2019 GRCs; 14 

San Jose Water Company’s 2015 GRC; and Golden State Water Company’s 2017 15 

GRC. 16 

Q3. What is your responsibility in this proceeding Golden State Water Company GRC 17 

A.20-07-012? 18 

A3. I am responsible for the preparation of testimony regarding proposed plant 19 

projects in the Los Osos and Santa Maria RMAs, proposed blanket budget, and 20 

customer service. 21 

Q4. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 22 

A4. Yes, it does.  23 
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ATTACHMENT 1-2: GSWC RESPONSE TO 

PUBLIC ADVOCATES DR JMI-004  
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 1 
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 1 
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 1 
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ATTACHMENT 1-3: GSWC RESPONSE TO 

PUBLIC ADVOCATES DR JMI-012 
1 
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ATTACHMENT 1-4: CAL ADVOCATES’ 

RECOMMENDED VEHICLE REPLACEMENT  

  1 
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Region 1
127

 1 

 2 

Region 2
128

 3 

                                              
127

 The costs shown in the tables where there are no adjustments are taken from GSWC RO Model, 

workpaper: Y_SEC-50_RB_2020 GRC Blankets Capital Projects, tab: Vehicle List. 

128
 The costs shown in the tables where there are no adjustments are taken from GSWC RO Model, 

workpaper: Y_SEC-50_RB_2020 GRC Blankets Capital Projects, tab: Vehicle List. 

District RMA/ District Office Asset # Asset Description 2021 2022 2023 Total

Northern Arden/Cordova RMA 1277 2006 Chevy Silverado 3500 64,800$            64,800$            

Northern Arden/Cordova RMA Office 1257 2005 Chevy Silverado C2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Northern Arden/Cordova RMA Office 1278 2006 Chevy Silverado C2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Northern Arden/Cordova RMA Office 2184 2008 Chevy Silverado C2500 HD -$                    -$                      

Northern Arden/Cordova RMA Office 70174 2009 Chevy Malibu 26,500$            26,500$            

Northern Clearlake RMA Office 500278 2011 GMC Sierra C2500 HD -$                      -$                      

Northern Northern District Office 500255 2012 Ford Taurus 36,200$            36,200$            

Northern Northern District Office 503394 2014 Ram Van 31,100$            31,100$            

Northern Northern District Office 503577 2015 Ford Transit Connect 32,100$            32,100$            

Coastal Coastal District Office 500476 2012 Chevy Express Cargo Van 32,100$            32,100$            

Coastal Coastal District Office 504187 2016 Chevy Impala 36,200$            36,200$            

Coastal Los Osos RMA Office 2183 2007 Chevy Silverado C2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Coastal Los Osos RMA Office 500079 2010 Chevy Silverado 2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Coastal Los Osos RMA Office 70595 2009 Chevy Silverado 2500 HD -$                      -$                      

Coastal Santa Maria RMA 500420 2011 Chevy Silverado -$                      -$                      

Coastal Santa Maria RMA 500826 2012 Chevy Silverado 2500 HD 58,500$          58,500$            

Coastal Santa Maria RMA 500827 2012 Chev Silverado 2500 HD -$                    -$                      

Coastal Santa Maria RMA 504104 2016  Ford Fusion-SM Supt 26,500$            26,500$            

Coastal Santa Maria RMA 504651 2016 Dodge -$                    -$                      

Coastal Santa Maria RMA Office 68589 2009 Chevy Silverado 2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Coastal Simi Valley RMA Office 1252 2005 Chevy Silverado C2500 HD -$                      -$                      

Coastal Simi Valley RMA Office 70772 2009 Chevy Silverado 2500 HD -$                      -$                      

Total 509,300$        58,500$        64,200$          632,000$        

Year 
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 1 
Region 3

129
 2 
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 The costs shown in the tables where there are no adjustments are taken from GSWC RO Model, 

workpaper: Y_SEC-50_RB_2020 GRC Blankets Capital Projects, tab: Vehicle List. 

District RMA/ District Office Asset # Asset Description 2021 2022 2023 Total

Central

Central Basin East - 

Blackburn Field Office 70940 2010 Truck GMC 2500HD 2WD -$                      -$                      

Central

Central Basin East - 

Blackburn Field Office 70943 2010 Truck GMC 2500HD 2WD -$                    -$                      

Central

Central Basin East - 

Blackburn Field Office 71023 2010 Truck GMC 2500HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Central

Central Basin East RMA 

Office 2193 2008 Truck, GMC 2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Central

Central Basin East RMA 

Office 501370 2013 Truck, Ford F250 -$                      -$                      

Central

Central Basin East RMA 

Office 68707 2008 Truck -GMC 2500HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Central

Central Basin West - Bissell 

Plant 2156 2007 Chevy Silverado 2500HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Central

Central Basin West RMA 

Office 2158 2008 Auto, Chevy Malibu 26,500$            26,500$            

Central

Central Basin West RMA 

Office 2196 2008 Truck, GMC 2500 HD -$                      -$                      

Central

Central Basin West RMA 

Office 68974 2009 Truck -GMC 2500HD -$                      -$                      

Central Central District Office - WS 502426 2014 Chevy 2500HD w/CT 57,600$            57,600$            

Central Central District Office - WS 502427 2014 Chevy 2500HD w/CT -$                      -$                      

Central Central District Office - WS 69848 2009 Ford F350 w/Scelzi Body -$                      -$                      

Central Central District Office - WS 71024 2010 Chevy Silverado 2500HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Central Culver City RMA Office 67548 2008 GMC Sierra 2500HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Central Culver City RMA Office 69675 2009 GMC Sierra 2500HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Central Culver City RMA Office 71245 2010 Truck, GMC/Chevy 2500HD -$                    -$                      

Southwest

Southwest - Chadron Office - 

WS 2080 2006  Chevy Silverado 2500HD -$                      -$                      

Southwest

Southwest - Chadron Office - 

WS 2100 2006 Truck, Ford F350 Chassis 64,800$            64,800$            

Southwest

Southwest - Chadron Office - 

WS 500075 2011 Truck, Ford F350 -$                      -$                      

Southwest

Southwest - Chadron Office - 

WS 505499 2018 Ford Fusion -$                      -$                      

Southwest

Southwest - Chadron Office - 

WS 71538 2011 Truck Ford-F350  SD -$                      -$                      

Southwest

Southwest - Spring Street 

Office 2041 2005 Ford-F250 SD -$                      -$                      

Southwest

Southwest - Spring Street 

Office 500752 2012 Chevy Colorado 32,300$          32,300$            

Southwest

Southwest - Spring Street 

Office 501203 2013 Chevy 2500 -$                      -$                      

Southwest

Southwest - Spring Street 

Office 502425 2014 Chevy Malibu LS Sedan 26,900$          26,900$            

Southwest

Southwest - Spring Street 

Office 67467 2008 Truck, Ford F-350 Pickup -$                      -$                      

Southwest

Southwest - Spring Street 

Office 786 1999 Truck, Flatbed Ford  F350 64,800$            64,800$            

Southwest

Southwest District and RMA 

Office 502746 2015 Chevy Silverado 2500 -$                      -$                      

Total 616,900$        59,200$        -$                      676,100$        

Year 
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GO and CPM

130
 2 
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 The costs shown in the tables where there are no adjustments are taken from GSWC RO Model, 

workpaper:  SEC-51_RB_FDR Capital Budget, tab: GO Project List.  

District RMA/ District Office Asset # Asset Description 2021 2022 2023 Total

Foothill Claremont CSA Office 69412 2009 Chevy Silverado 2500HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Foothill Foothill District Office 1239 2005 GMC Sierra C2500 HD -$                      -$                      

Foothill Foothill District Office 1295 2008 GMC Sierra C2500HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Foothill Foothill District Office 1314 2008 Ford F350 SD w/Toolbx 64,800$            64,800$            

Foothill Foothill District Office 500271 2011 Truck Silverado 3500 66,800$            66,800$            

Foothill Foothill District Office 500504 2012 Toyota Camry Hybrid 36,200$            36,200$            

Foothill San Dimas RMA Office 1222 2005 GMC Sierra C2500 3/4 ton 57,600$            57,600$            

Foothill San Dimas RMA Office 1280 2007 GMC Sierra C2500 HD -$                      -$                      

Foothill San Dimas RMA Office 501564 2013 Chevy Truck Silverado 1500 49,200$            49,200$            

Foothill San Dimas RMA Office 68777 2009 Chevy Colorado 32,300$          32,300$            

Foothill San Gabriel RMA Office 1182 2004 GMC Sierra C2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Foothill San Gabriel RMA Office 2128 2007Truck, Chevrolet Colorado -$                    -$                      

Foothill San Gabriel RMA Office 500355 2011 Ford Truck Super Duty F35 -$                    -$                      

Foothill San Gabriel RMA Office 501836 2013 F-150 -$                      -$                      

Mtn-Desert Apple Valley RMA Office 500071 2011 Colorado -$                      -$                      

Mtn-Desert Apple Valley RMA Office 501748 2013 F250 4X4 57,600$            57,600$            

Mtn-Desert Apple Valley RMA Office 502613 2015 Ford F350 SD 64,800$            64,800$            

Mtn-Desert Apple Valley RMA Office 503991 2016 2500 Chevy Silverado 57,600$            57,600$            

Mtn-Desert Barstow RMA Office 2112 2007 Truck, Chevy Colorado 31,800$            31,800$            

Mtn-Desert Barstow RMA Office 500086 2011 Truck, Chev Silverado 2500 2 57,600$            57,600$            

Mtn-Desert Barstow RMA Office 500266 2011 GMC Sierra 2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Mtn-Desert Barstow RMA Office 500566 2012 Ford F-450 64,800$            64,800$            

Mtn-Desert Barstow RMA Office 67490 2008 GMC Sierra 2500HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Mtn-Desert Calipatria RMA Office 500084 2008 Chevy Silverado 2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Mtn-Desert Calipatria RMA Office 67463 2008 Chevy Silverado C2500HD -$                      -$                      

Mtn-Desert

Mountain/Desert District 

Office 505498 2017 Jeep Cherokee 36,200$            36,200$            

Mtn-Desert Wrightwood RMA Office 2104 2007 Chevy Silverado K2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

Mtn-Desert Wrightwood RMA Office 68693 2009 Chevy 2500 HD-4WD Pick Up -$                      -$                      

Mtn-Desert Wrightwood RMA Office 70732 2010 Chevy 3500HD 4WD w/ 64,800$            64,800$            

OC Los Alamitos RMA Office 1216 2005 Truck, Ford 250 w/Crane -$                      -$                      

OC Los Alamitos RMA Office 67800 2008 Truck Ford F-250 SD -$                      -$                      

OC Los Alamitos RMA Office 67952 2008 Truck-Ford F-250 SD -$                    -$                      

OC Los Alamitos RMA Office 71620 2011 Truck, Chevy Colorado -$                      -$                      

OC

Orange County District 

Office 1297 2008 Chevy Silverado C2500 -$                      -$                      

OC

Orange County District 

Office 501457 2013 Ford F250 -$                      -$                      

OC

Orange County District 

Office 505328 2017 Ford Taurus -$                      -$                      

OC

Orange County District 

Office 69348 2009 Chevy Silverado 2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

OC

Orange County District 

Office 69349 2009 Chevy Silverado 2500 HD 57,600$            57,600$            

OC

Orange County District 

Office 69350 2009 Chevy Silverado 2500HD 57,600$            57,600$            

OC Placentia RMA Office 1109 2003 Truck Ford F-150 50,600$            50,600$            

OC Placentia RMA Office 2132 Truck, Pick Up, Ford 250 57,600$            57,600$            

Total 1,276,600$     32,300$        117,400$        1,426,300$     

Year 
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  1 

District RMA/ District Office Asset # Asset Description 2021 2022 2023 Total

Central/So

uthwest/Fo

othill

Central/Southwest/Foothill - 

CPM 503629 2015 Chevrolet Impala LT 38,900$          38,900$            

Mtn Desert Mtn Desert - CPM Pool 68995 2009 Chevy Malibu-CPM Pool Car 32,500$            32,500$            

GO Anaheim HQ (R2) 503545

2015 Ford Fusion 4 Door SE 

Hybrid 38,900$          38,900$            

GO Corporate Support 1102 2003 Ford Windstar LX-4DR 39,000$            39,000$            

GO Corporate Support 502447 To replace Pool Vehicle #63370 39,000$            39,000$            

Total 32,500$          77,800$        78,000$          188,300$        

Year 
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ATTACHMENT 3-1: GSWC RESPONSE TO 

PUBLIC ADVOCATES DR JMI-002 
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ATTACHMENT 4-1: GSWC’S GO 103-A 

PERFORMANCE FROM 2015-2019  
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 1 

Performance Standard Standard 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Total number of customer phone 

contacts requesting to speaking with 

customer service representative (CSR) 

during normal business hours 391,870                      346,804        352,615        342,638        317,608        

Number of calls taking more than 30 

seconds to reach a utility CSR during 

normal business hours 91,188                       65,407          82,066          73,791          78,606          

Percentage of customer calls being 

answered within 30 seconds ≥ 80% 76.73% 81.14% 76.73% 78.46% 75.25%

Number of calls abandoned before 

reaching a CSR during normal business 

hours 14,559                       7,796            12,712          14,024          11,686          

Percentage of calls abandoned 

befored reaching utility 

representative (during business 

hours) ≤ 5% 3.72% 2.25% 3.61% 4.09% 3.68%

Total number of bills rendered annually 2,534,507                   2,536,311      2,539,565      2,537,965      2,543,123      

Number of bills not rendered within 7 

business days of the scheduled billing 

date (excluding accounts activated 

within 10 calendar days prior to normal 

billing cycle and accounts scheduled to 

receive a final bill within 10 calendar 

days after the normal billing cycle) 115 125 65 102 157

Percentage of bills rendered 

(mailed) within seven calandar days 

(excluding accounts activated within 

10 calendar days prior to normal 

billing cycle; accounts that are 

scheduled to receive final bill within 

10 calendar days after normal billing 

cycle; off-system sales; utility use 

accounts; periods during which 

rates are changed) ≥ 99% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 99.99%
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  1 

Performance Standard Standard 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Number of bills determined to have 

been rendered inaccurately annually 

(excluding bills found to be inaccurate 

strictly as a result of estimations, bills 

where the inaccuracy does not affect 

the calculation of the bill, and bills 

where the fault does not lie within the 

utility) 14,966                       8,478            8,468            7,084            7,959            

Percentage of bills rendered 

inaccurate (excluding results of 

estimation, bills where the 

inaccuracy does affect the bill 

calculation or where the fault does 

not lie with the utility) ≤ 3% 0.59% 0.33% 0.33% 0.28% 0.31%

Number of payment posting errors 2,626                         5,855            2,913            5,558            2,119            

Total number of payments posted 2,347,485                   2,324,468      2,334,413      2,349,746      2,350,474      

Percentage of payment posting 

errors ≤ 1% 0.11% 0.25% 0.12% 0.24% 0.09%

Number of scheduled meters not read 6,208                         4,660            4,689            4,875            11,132          

Number of meter reading scheduled 2,534,507                   2,536,311      2,539,565      2,537,965      2,543,123      

Percentage of scheduled meters not 

read ≤ 3% 0.24% 0.18% 0.18% 0.19% 0.44%

Number of scheduled appointments 

missed (within utility's control) 55                             50                111              241              21                

Number of scheduled appointments 3,007                         3,828            3,993            3,207            2,000            

Percentage of scheduled 

appointments missed (within 

utility's control) ≤ 5% 1.83% 1.31% 2.78% 7.51% 1.05%

Number of customers orders not 

completed on or before the scheduled 

date (exculding orders not completed 

due to events outside the utility's 

control) 1,133                         1,037            950              482              614              

Total number of customer orders 

scheduled and completed 49,290                       48,869          48,630          44,286          41,178          

Percentage of customer orders not 

completed on or before scheduled 

date (within utility's control) ≤ 5% 2.30% 2.12% 1.95% 1.09% 1.49%

Total annual number of complaints to 

CAB 63 52 52 42 26

Total number of customers 283,088                      283,987        283,229        284,388        285,264        

Rate of complaints to CAB ≤ 0.1% 0.02% 0.02% 0.02% 0.01% 0.01%
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ATTACHMENT 4-2: GSWC RESPONSE TO 

PUBLIC ADVOCATES DR PLY-007 
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Data Request PLY-007 (A.20-07-012) GO-103-A Appendix E Response

Due Date:  August 25, 2020

Question 1:

Telephone performance standards: Please provide the following annual data for each ratemaking area in a tabulated Excel spreadsheet format for years 2015 through 2019: 

a. Total number of customer phone contacts requesting to speak with a customer service representative (CSR) during normal business hours. 

b. Number of calls taking more than 30 seconds to reach a utility CSR during normal business hours. 

c. Number of calls abandoned before reaching a CSR during normal business hours. 

Response 1: 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

a. Total number of customer phone 

contacts requseting to speak with a 

customer service representative 

(CSR) during normal business hours.

391,870 346,804 352,615 342,638 317,608

b. Number of calls taking more than 30 

seconds to reach a utility CSR during 

normal business hours.

91,188 65,407 82,066 73,791 78,606

c. Number of calls abandoned before 

reaching a CSR during normal 

business hours.

14,559 7,796 12,712 14,024 11,686

Question 2:

Bills performance standards: Please provide the following annual data for each ratemaking area in a tabulated Excel spreadsheet for years 2015 through 2019: 

a. Total number of bills rendered annually. 

d. Number of payments posted incorrectly due to the utility’s error. 

e. Total number of payments posted. 

Response 2: 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

a. Total number of bills rendered 

annually. 
2,534,507 2,536,311 2,539,565 2,537,965 2,543,123

b. Number of bills not rendered within 

seven business days of the scheduled 

billing date. Exclusions: Accounts 

activated within 10 calendar days prior 

to the normal billing cycle and 

accounts that are scheduled to receive 

a final bill within 10 calendar days after 

the normal billing cycle. 

115 125 65 102 157

c. Number of bills determined to have 

been rendered inaccurately annually. 

Exclusions: Bills found to be 

inaccurate strictly as a result of 

estimations, bills where the inaccuracy 

does not affect the calculation of the 

bill, and bills where the fault does not 

lie with the utility. 

14,966 8,478 8,468 7,084 7,959

d. Number of payments posted 

incorrectly due to the utility’s error. 
2,626 5,855 2,913 5,558 2,119

e. Total number of payments posted. 2,347,485 2,324,468 2,334,413 2,349,746 2,350,474

Question 3:

Meter reading performance standards: Please provide the following annual data for each ratemaking area in a tabulated Excel spreadsheet format for years 2015 through 2019: 

a. Total number of scheduled meter reading appointments. 

b. Number of scheduled meter readings not read. 

Response 3: 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

a. Total number of scheduled meter 

reading appointments. 
2,534,507 2,536,311 2,539,565 2,537,965 2,543,123

b. Number of scheduled meter 

readings not read. 
6,208 4,660 4,689 4,875 11,132

b. Number of bills not rendered within seven business days of the scheduled billing date. Exclusions: Accounts activated within 10 calendar days prior to the normal billing cycle and accounts that are scheduled to receive a final bill within 10 

calendar days after the normal billing cycle. 

c. Number of bills determined to have been rendered inaccurately annually. Exclusions: Bills found to be inaccurate strictly as a result of estimations, bills where the inaccuracy does not affect the calculation of the bill, and bills where the fault does not lie

 with the utility. 
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Question 4:

Work completion performance standards: Please provide the following annual data for each ratemaking area in a tabulated Excel spreadsheet format for years 2015 through 2019: 

a. Total number of scheduled appointments. 

b. Number of scheduled appointments missed. Exclusions: events outside of the utility’s control that result in the work not being completed as promised 

Response 4: 

Response by Regina

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

a. Total number of scheduled 

appointments. 
3,007 3,828 3,993 3,207 2,000

b. Number of scheduled appointments 

missed. Exclusions: events outside of 

the utility’s control that result in the 

work not being completed as 

promised 

55 50 111 241 21

Question 5:

Work completion performance standards II: Please provide the following monthly data for each ratemaking area in a tabulated Excel spreadsheet format for years 2015 through 2019:

a. Total number of customer orders scheduled and completed. 

b. Number of customer orders not completed on or before the scheduled date. Exclusions: any orders not completed due to events outside the utility’s control. 

. 

Response 5: 

Jan-15 Feb-15 Mar-15 Apr-15 May-15 Jun-15 Jul-15 Aug-15 Sep-15 Oct-15 Nov-15 Dec-15

a. Total number of customer orders 

scheduled and completed. 
3,242 3,550 4,126 3,980 3,920 4,571 4,673 4,447 4,872 4,490 3,475 3,944

b. Number of customer orders not 

completed on or before the scheduled 

date. Exclusions: any orders not 

completed due to events outside the 

utility’s control. 

335 66 74 72 71 91 80 75 73 94 47 55

Jan-16 Feb-16 Mar-16 Apr-16 May-16 Jun-16 Jul-16 Aug-16 Sep-16 Oct-16 Nov-16 Dec-16

a. Total number of customer orders 

scheduled and completed. 
3,964 3,300 3,966 3,973 3,715 4,389 4,308 4,790 4,424 4,376 4,022 3,642

b. Number of customer orders not 

completed on or before the scheduled 

date. Exclusions: any orders not 

completed due to events outside the 

utility’s control. 

86 89 90 64 63 78 82 76 100 109 123 77

Jan-17 Feb-17 Mar-17 Apr-17 May-17 Jun-17 Jul-17 Aug-17 Sep-17 Oct-17 Nov-17 Dec-17

a. Total number of customer orders 

scheduled and completed. 
3,672 3,124 3,933 3,593 3,781 4,407 3,610 4,833 4,362 5,103 4,266 3,946

b. Number of customer orders not 

completed on or before the scheduled 

date. Exclusions: any orders not 

completed due to events outside the 

utility’s control. 

107 56 88 66 78 88 70 83 87 104 77 46

Jan-18 Feb-18 Mar-18 Apr-18 May-18 Jun-18 Jul-18 Aug-18 Sep-18 Oct-18 Nov-18 Dec-18

a. Total number of customer orders 

scheduled and completed. 
4,163 3,696 4,268 3,333 3,400 3,931 3,708 4,114 3,651 3,887 3,130 3,005

b. Number of customer orders not 

completed on or before the scheduled 

date. Exclusions: any orders not 

completed due to events outside the 

utility’s control. 

49 20 46 35 36 40 35 48 39 39 46 49

Jan-19 Feb-19 Mar-19 Apr-19 May-19 Jun-19 Jul-19 Aug-19 Sep-19 Oct-19 Nov-19 Dec-19

a. Total number of customer orders 

scheduled and completed. 
3,480 3,027 3,485 3,310 3,549 3,574 3,791 3,696 3,213 3,751 3,308 2,994

b. Number of customer orders not 

completed on or before the scheduled 

date. Exclusions: any orders not 

completed due to events outside the 

utility’s control. 

108 54 46 61 38 39 27 26 35 50 2 128
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Question 6:

Response to customer and regulatory complaints performance standards: Please provide the annual data for each ratemaking area in a tabulated Excel spreadsheet format for years 2015 through 2019:

a.    Total number of customers. 

b.    Total number of complaints reported annually to the utility by the California Public Utility Commission’s Consumer Affairs Branch (CAB). 

c.    Complaints reported to the utility by CAB broken down by complaint type, including but not limited to high bills, deposit refunds, water quality, etc. 

Response 6: 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

a.    Total number of customers. 283,088 283,987 283,229 284,388 285,264

b.    Total number of complaints 

reported annually to the utility by the 

California Public Utility Commission’s 

Consumer Affairs Branch (CAB). 

63 52 52 42 26

c.    Complaints reported to the utility by CAB broken down by complaint type, including but not limited to high bills, deposit refunds, water quality, etc. 

Informal Complaint Type 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Billing/High Bill/Rates 43 21 36 27 18

Pressure 0 0 0 0 0

Water Quality 7 3 0 0 1

Leaks 2 0 0 0 0

Service/Other 11 16 8 10 8

Total:  63 40 44 37 27
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ATTACHMENT 4-3: GSWC MEASURES TO 

IMPROVE CUSTOMER SERVICE REPORT 

(JULY 2015- DEC. 2015), AT P. 5.   
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ATTACHMENT 4-4: EMAIL FROM THOMAS 

WARD (CAB) TO PHONG LY (CAL 

ADVOCATES), DATED AUGUST 17, 2020  
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ATTACHMENT 4-5: GSWC RESPONSE TO 

PUBLIC ADVOCATES DR JMI-014  
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ATTACHMENT 4-6: GSWC CUSTOMER 

SERVICE PROCEDURES, CPUC 

COMPLAINT PROCESS  
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